VPDES PERMIT FPROGRAM FACT SHEET
FILE NC: 257

This document gives pertinent information concerning the VPDES Permit listed below. This
permit is being processed as .a MAJOR INDUSTRIAL permit.

i. PERMIT NO.: VA0003433 EXPIRATION DATE: December 11, 2012

2. FACILITY NAME AND LOCAL MAILING FACILITY LOCATION ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT)
ADDRESS
Hercules, Incorporated Same

27123 gShady Brook Trail
Courtland, VA 23837

CONTACT AT FACILITY: : ‘ CONTACT AT LOCATION ADDRESS
NAME: Andrew B. Chapman NAME: Sean Macocnaghy
TITLE: Plant Manager _ ) TITLE: Safety Health & Environmental Managexr
PHONE: (757) 562-3121 PHONE: (757) 562-3121 ext. 176

3. OWNER CONTACT: CONSULTANT CONTACT: NA
NAME: andrew B. Chapman NAME ;
TITLE: Plant Manager FIRM NAME:
COMPANY NAME: (same) ADDRESS :
ADDRESS
PHONE: {757) 562-3121 PHONE: ( )

4. PERMIT DRAFTED BY: 'DEQ, Water Permits, Regional Office
Permit Writer(s): Saper ) 4&@5 Date({s): 4/09 - 10/09
. . )
Reviewed By: ,j, /’2& VD Date (s) : 10/98/9007
5. PERMIT ACTION:

( ) Issuance { ) Reissuance ( ) Revoke & Reissue { ) Owner Modification
(X) Board Modificaticn ( ) Change of Ownership/Name [Effective Date: ]

6. SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC ATTACHMENTS LABELED AS:
Attachment 1 Site Inspection Report/Memorandum
Attachment 2 Digscharge Location/Topographic Map
Attachment 3 Schematic/Plans & Specs/Site Map/Water Balance
Attachment 4 TABLE I - Discharge/Outfall Description
Attachment S TABLE ITI - Effluent Moniteoring/Limitations
Attachment 6 Effluent Limitations/Monitoring Rationale/Suitable

Data/Antidegradation/Antibacksliding

Attachment 7 Special Conditions Rationale
Attachment 8 Toxics Monitoring/Toxics Reduction/WET Limit Raticnale
Attachment 9 Material Stored
Attachment 10 Receiving Waters Info./Tier Determination/303{d) Listed Segments
Attachment 11 TABLE III(a) and TABLE III(b) - Change Sheetg
Attachment 12 NPDES Industrial Permit Rating Worksheet and EPA Permit Checklist
Attachment 13 Chronology Sheet
Attachment 14 Pertinent Correspondence
Attachment 15 Public Participation

APPLICATION COMPLETE: October 26, 2009 upon notification from the permittee that RO
discharge will be a new sources to outfall
002 to be included in this modification.



PERMIT CHARACTERIZATION: (Check as many as appropriate)

(X) Existing Discharge {X}) Effluent Limited
(X) Proposed Discharge {X) Water Quality Limited
( } Municipal (X} WET Limit
SIC Code(s) {( } Interim Limits in Permit
{X) Industrial ’ { ) Interim Limits in Other Document
8IC Code(s)2861, 2869, 2899 ( ) Compliance Schedule Regquired
() POTW { ) Site Specific WQ Criteria
() PVOTW { } Variance to WQ Standards
(X) Private { } Water BEffects Ratio
( } Federal . { ) Discharge to 303{(d) Listed Segment
( } State (X} Toxics Management Program Required
( ) Publicly-Owned Industrial { } Toxics Reduction Evaluation
{(X) Storm Water Management.Plan
{ } Pretreatment Program Required
{X) Possible Interstate Effect
{)

CBPF Significant Dischargers List

RECEIVING WATERS CLASSIFICATION: River basin information.

Outfall No(s): 002, 201, 202 (new internal outfall}, 902

Receiving Stream:
River Mile:

Basin:

Subbasin: ‘ .
Section:

Class:

Special Standard(s}:
Tidal:

7-Day/10-Year Low Flow:
1-Day/10-Year Low Flow:
30-Day/5-Year Low Flow:
Harmonic Mean Flow:

Outfall No({s):
the permit)

Receiving Stream:
River Mile:

Basin:

Subbasin:

Section:

Class:

Special Standard(s):
Tidal:

 7-Day/10-Year Low Flow:

1-Day/10-Year Low Flow:
30-Day/5-Year Low Fliow:
Harmonic Mean Flow:

Nottoway River
15.74

Chowan and Dismal Swamp

Chowan River
i
II
NEW-21
YES
12.38 MGD
18.09 MGD
42 MGD
203 MGD

003, 0b4, 005, 006 {004-0ld condensate ditch; 005-natural swale;
006-cld outfall 001; 004-006 are existing storm water discharges newly addressed in

Wills Gut to the Nottoway River

15.79

Chowan and Dismal Swamp

Chowan River
2b

IIT

none

NO

MGD

MGD

MGD

MGD

(= B e B o B a]



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

FACILITY DESCRIPTION: Describe the type facility from which the discharges
originate.

EXISTING industrial discharge resulting from the following operations:
manufacturing of paper sizing agents and organic peroxide. Note - the processes of
refining of crude tall oil into rosin acid and fatty acid products and upgrading of
fatty acids were discontinued in 2008 and are the subject of part of this
modification.

LICENSED OPERATOR REQUIREMENTS:' { ) No (X) Yes Class: II

RELIABILITY CLASS: Industrial Facility - Na

SITE INSPECTION DATE: 4/2/08 REPORT DATE: 4/16/08

Performed By: J. LaCroix

SEE ATTACHMENT 1 K

DISCHARGE (8} LOCATION DESCRIPTION: Provide USGS Topo which indicates the discharge
location, significant {large) discharger(s) to the receiving stream, water intakes,
and cther items of interest.

Name of Topo: Courtland and Franklin topos Quadrant No.: 6A & 5B SEE ATTACHMENT 2

ATTACH A SCHEMATIC OF THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM(S) [IND. & MUN.]. FOR
INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES, PROVIDE A GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PRODUCTION CYCLE(S) AND
ACTIVITIES. FOR MUNICIPAL FACILITIES, PROVIDE A GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE
TREATMENT PRCVIDED.

SEE ATTACHMENT 3 (CAN ALSO REFERENCE TABLE I)

DISCHARGE DESCRIPTION: Describe each discharge originating from this facility.

SEE ATTACHMENT 4

COMBINED TOTAL FLOW:

TOTAL: 5 MGD (for public notice)
PROCESS/COOLING WATER FLOW: 4.% MGD (IND.)
NONPROCESS/RAINFALL DEPENDENT FLOW: 0.1{Est.)

STATUTORY OR REGULATORY BASIS FOR EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
(Check all which are appropriate}

X State Water Control Law

X Clean Water Act

X VPDES Permit Regulation (9 VAC 25-31-10 et seq.)

X  EPA NPDES Regulation (Federal Register)

X EPA Effluent Guidelines (40 CFR 132 or 400 - 471}
X Water Quality Standards (9 VAC 25-260-5 et seq.)

Wasteload Allocation from a TMDL or River Basin Plan

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING: Provide all limitations and monitoring
requirements being placed on each ocutfall. :

SEE TABLE II - ATTACHMENT 5



19.

20.

21.

22.

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING RATICNALE: Attach any analyses of an outfall by
individual toxic parameter. As a minimum, it will include: statistics summary
(number of data wvalues, quantification level, expected value, wvariance, covariance,
97th percentile, and statistical method); wasteload allocation (acute, chronic and
human health); effluent limitations determination; input data listing. Include all
calculations used for each ocutfall and set of effluent limits and those used in any
model (s) . Include all calculations/documentation of any antidegradation or anti-
backsliding issues in the development of any limitations; complete the review
statements below. Provide a raticonale for limiting internal waste streams and
indicator pollutants. Attach chlorine mass balance calculations, if performed.
Attach any additional information used to develop the limitations, including any
applicable water quality standards calculations (acute, chronic and human health).

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS IN LIMITATIONS DEVELOPMENT:

VARIANCES/ALTERNATE LIMITATIONS: Provide justification or refutation rationale
for requested variances or alternatives to required permit conditions/limitations.
This includes, but is not limited to: waivers from testing requirements;
variances from technology guidelines or water quality standards; WER/translator
study consideration; variances from standard permit limits/conditions.

N/A

SUITABLE DATA: In what, if any, effluent data were considered in the
establishment of effluent limitations and provide all appropriate
information/calculations.

All suitable effluent and lagoon data were reviewed.

ANTIDEGRADATION REVIEW: Provide all appropriate information/calculations for the
antidegradation review.

The receiving stream has been classified as tier 2; therefore, no significant
degradation of the existing water quality will be allowed. See antidegradation
calculations/determinations.

ANTIBACKSLIDING REVIEW: Indicate if antibacksliding applies to this permit and,
if so, provide all appropriate information.

There are no backsliding issues to address in this permit (i.e., limits as.
stringent or more stringent when compared to the previous permit).

SPECIAL CONDITIONS RATIONALE: Provide a rationale for each of the permit's special
conditions.

SEE ATTACHMENT 7

TOXICS MONITORING/TOXICS REDUCTION AND WET LIMIT SPECIAL CONDITIONS RATIONALRE:
Provide the justification for any toxics monitoring program and/or toxics reduction
program and WET limit.

SEE ATTACHMENT 8 .

SLUDGE DISPOSAL PLAN: Provide a description of the sludge disposal plan {(e.g.,
type sludge, treatment provided and disposal method). Indicate if any of the plan
elements are included within the permit.

Waste sludge is de-watered on a belt filter press for disposal at a landfill.



23.

24.

25

26.

27.

28.

29.

MATERIAL STORED: List the type and quantity of wastes, fluids, or pollutants being
stored at this facility. Briefly describe the storage facilities and list, if any,
measures taken to prevent the stored material from reaching State waters.

SEE ATTACHMENT 9

RECEIVING WATERS INFORMATION: - Refer to the State Watexr Contrel Board's Water
Quality Standards [e.g., River Basin Section Tables (9 VAC 25-260-5 et seq.). Use
9 VAC 25-260-140 C {introduction and numbered paragraph) to address tidal waters
where Ffresh water standards would be applied or transitional waters where the most
stringent of fresgh or salt water standards would be applied. Attach any memcranda
or other information which helped to develop permit conditions (i.e. tier

. determinations, PReP complaints, special water quality studies, STORET data and

other biological and/or chemical data, etc.
SEE ATTACHMENT 10
305(b)/303(d) Listed Segments: Indicate if the facility discharges to a segment

that is listed on the current 303(d} list and, if so, provide all appropriate
information/calculations.

TMDLg are not included in this permit as the receiving waters are not listed on the
303(d) list.

SEE ATTACHMENT 10

CHANGES TO PERMIT: Use TABLE III{a) to record any changes from the previous permit
and the rationale for those changes. Use TABLE III(b) to record any changes made
to the permit durlng the permit processing period and the rationale. for those
changes [i.e., usgse for comments from the applicant, VDH, EPA, other agencies and/or
the public where comments resulted in changes to the permit limitations or any
other changes associated with the special conditions or reporting requirements] .

SEE ATTACHMENT 11

NPDES INDUSTRIAL PERMIT RATING WORKSHEET:

TOTAL SCCRE: 100 SEE ATTACHMENT 12

DEQ PLANNING COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document any comments received
from DEQ planning.

The discharge is not addressed in any planning document but will be included when
the plan is updated.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: = Document comments/responses received during the public
participation process. If comments/responses provided, especially if they result
in changes to the permit, place in the attachment.

VDH/DSS COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document any comments received from
the Virginia Dept. of Health and the Div. of Shellfish fanitation and noted how
resolved.

By letter dated May 21, 2007, the VDH provided the following comments: The raw
water intake for the City of Norfolk is located six miles upstream of the
discharge. This should be a sufficient distance to minimize the impacts of the
discharge. VDH recommends a minimum reliability class III for this facility.
They do not object to the discharge.

The DSS has no comments cn the application permit, by letter dated June 5, 2007
{project does not affect shellfish waters).



EPA COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document any comments received from the
U.5. Environmental Protection Agency and noted how resolved.

EPA has no cbjecticns te the adegquacy of the draft permit.

There was discussion with EPA RCRA and Permit staff during the applicaticn review
and permit drafting time pericd concerning the discharge of the lagoon wastewater.
Both the RCRA and the Permitting sections were involved in the permitting process
for this meodification.

SEE ATTACHMENT 14

ADJACENT STATE COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document any comments received
from an adjacent state and noted how resolved.

The draft permit was sent to North Carclina and no comments were received.

OTHER AGENCY COMMENTS RECEIVED ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document any comments received
from any other agencies (e.g., VIMS, VMRC, DGIF, etc.) and noted how resolved.

Not Applicable.

OTHER COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM RIPARIAN OWNERS/CITIZENS ON DRAFT PERMIT: Document
any comments received from other sources and note how resolved.

The application and draft permit have received public notice in accordance with
the VPDES Permit Regulation, and one comment was received. The
Blackwater/Nottoway Riverkeeper, Mr. Jeff Turner, submitted a letter supporting
the permit modification and the new limits in the permit.

PUBLIC NOTICE INFORMATION: Comment Period: Start Date 12/2/09
End Date i/4/10

Persons may comment in writing or by e-mail to the DEQ on the proposed issuance/
reissuance/modification of the permit within 30 days from the date of the first
notice. Address all comments to the contact person listed below. Written or e-
mail comments shall include the name, address, and telephone number of the writer,
and shall contain a complete, concise statement of the factual basis for comments.
Only those comments received within this period will be considered. The Director
of the DEQ may decide to hold a public hearing if public response is significant.
Recquests for public hearings shall state the reason why a hearing is requested,
the nature of the issues proposed to be raised in the public hearing and a brief
explanation of how the requestor’ s interests would be directly and adversely
affected by the proposed permit action.

All pertinent information is cn file and may be inspected, and arrangements made
for copying by contacting Mark Sauer at: Department of Environmental Quality
{(DEQ) , Tidewater Regicnal Office, 5636 Southern Boulevard, Virginia Beach, VA
23462. Telephone: 757-518-2105 E-mail: mark.sauer@deq.virginia.gov

Following the comment period, the Board will make a determination regarding the
proposed issuance/reissuance/modification. This determination will become
effective, unless the Director grants a public hearing. Due notice of any public
hearing will be given.


mailto:mark.sauer@deq.virginia.gov

30. ADDITIONAL FACT SHEET COMMENTS/PERTINENT INFORMATION:

The permit medification in 2009 consists of the following:

1. Recalculating federal guideline effluent limitations for outfall 201
based on the deletion of the tall oil process at the facility. Limits
are presented in Attachment 5; rationales and calculations are
presented in Attachment 6.

2. Reclassgifying the Aquapel process from subcategory F to subcategory C

_under 40 CFR 454 and recalculating effluent guideline limits based on
the reclassification. Limits are presented in Attachment 5;
rationales and calculationg are presgented in Attachment 6.

3. 2Adding a new internal ocutfall 202 to address the discharge of
wastewater holding lagocon and sludge pit dewatering under an EPA-lead
RCRA corrective action. Limits are presented in Attachment 5;
rationales and calculations are presented in Attachment 6.

4. Adding three new storm water outfalls and asscociated monitoring based
on inspectiong at the facility identifying the storm water discharges.

5. - Adding and revising Part I.D. storm water conditions to address the
new storm water outfalls. .

6. Adding and revising language in the WET limit section to address the
effect of biclogical pathogens on the test organisms.

7. Adding wording to the 0O&M Manual Special Condition to require the

Manual to address proper procedures for selvent handling and storage,
per a request from EPA. Adding wording teo the 0&M Manual Special
Condition to address the new reverse osmosis system at the facility.

8. Adding the discharge of reject water and occasional backwash water
from a reverse osmosis unit to the gources contributing to cutfall
002. This discharge will enter the discharge ditch prior to the
sampling point for outfall 002 at a rate of approximately 65,000
gallons per day. Additicnal limitations for dissclved oxygen at
cutfall 002 are included in the permit in accordance with Agency
guidance and water guality standards.

9. Adding a special condition to address any chemicals that may be used
in the reverse osmosis system.

There are nc changes to effluent limitations or monitoring conditions for
outfalls 902 and 003 with this modification. There are nco changes to Part C,
QOther Special Conditions, with this modification.



ATTACHMENT 1

SITE INSPECTION REPORT/MEMORANDUM



HERCULES, INC. VPDES NO. | VA0003433
SOUTHAMPTON COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
WASTEWATER FACILITY
INSPECTION REPORT
PART 1 '

Inspection date: April 2, 2008 Date form completed: April 16, 2008
Inspection by: Jennifer J. LaCroix Inspection agency: DEQ/TRO
Time spent: 14 hours Announced Inspection: [ 1Yes [X]No
Reviewed hy: Kenneth T. Raum )\//’ K Photographs taken at sile? [X] Yes [ 1No

Present at inspection:

Deanna Austin - DEQ

Roy Hart — SHE Manager, Chris Moniz — Safety/Environmental Engineer, Mark Sauer &

FACILITY TYPE;

‘FACILITY CLASS:

{ } Municipal ( X} Major
( X) industrial { ) Minor
{ ) Federal { ) Small
{ ) VPAINDC { ) High Priority ( ) Low Priority

Routine

Reinspection

T

Compliance/assistance/complaint

Date of previcus inspection: October 24, 2006 Agency: I DEQ/TRO
Poputation Served | N/A Connections Served: N/A
BOD, _TSS Flow
{mg/) {mg/M {MGD)
Other:
BOD, TP ‘ Flow Total N
< . . .
(mg/l) QL (mg/) . 1.26 (MGD) 5.60 (mg/) 0.23
Other:
BOD, T35 Flow
(mg/h) 63 (mg/1) 139 (MGD) 0.240
Other:
Data verified in preface: | Updated? NO CHANGES? X
Has there been any new construction? YES NO X
If yes, were the plans and specifications approved? YES NO - N/A

DEQ approval date:

COPIES TO: (x) DEQ/TRO; (x) DEQ/OWCP; (x) OWNER: () OPERATOR; (} EPA-Regionlll; () Other:

VA0003433.04-02-08T




VA0003433

risk of violating permit requirements.

with an air compressor.

1. | Class/mumber of licensed operators: | 0 Il 1 I 0 v 0 Trainee 2
2. |Hours per day plant manned? 24 hours/day, 7 days/week
3. |Describe adequacy of staffing _ GOOD A AVERAGE POOR X
4. |Does the plant have an established program for training personnell YES | X | NO
5. | Describe the adequacy of training GOOD AVERAGE POOR
6. Are preventative maintenance tasks scheduled YES | X | NO
7. |Describe the édequacy of maintenance GOOD AVERAGE POOR
Does the plant experience any organic/hydraulic overloading? YES NO | X
8. |If yes, identify causefimpact on plant
9. |Any bypassing since last inspection? YES NO | X
10. |!s the standby electrical generator operational? see comments below. YES NO NA | X
How often is the standby generator exercised? N/A
- 1. | Power transfer switch? _ N/A . ALARM SYSTEM? N/A
12. |When was the cross connection last tested on the potable supply? | N/A
13. |ls the STP alarm system operational? YES NO NA | X
14. |Is sludge disposed in accordance with an approved SMP YES NO NA | X
Is septage received by the facility? YES NO | X
15 Is septage loading controlled? YES NO NA | X
| Are records maintained? YES NO NA | X
OVERALL APPEARANCE OF FACILITY GOOD AVERAGE X POOR
COMMENTS: | #3. Staffing does meet minimum permit requirements. However, retaining only on'e licensed

operator without another licensed operator for back up purposes is poor practice and heightens the

#10. A generator is not available on site; though there are back-up systems for pumping wastewater
and captured storm water. The back-up systems include diesel power pumps and pneumatic pumps

Sludge is no longer land applied and is belt pressed and sent to a landfill for disposal.

' VA0003433.04-02-08T



VA0003433

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING RECORDS DOES THE PLANT MAINTAIN?

‘Operational logs for each process unit ' YES X NO "1 NA
Instrument maintenance and calibration YES X NO NA
Mechanical equipment maintenance - ' YES X NO NA
1. Industrial waste contribution {(municipal fécilities)' YES NO NA | X
WHAT DOES THE OPERATIONAL LOG CONTAIN
Visual Obsérvations X Flow Measurement X Laboratory Results X
2. Process Adjustments X Control Calcula;tions X Other?
COMMENTS:
WHAT DO THE MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT RECORDS CONTAIN? NA
MFG. Instructions - X As Built Plans/specs X "~ Spare Parts [nventory - | X
3. Lube Schedules : X Other? . Equipment/parts Suppliers
COMMENTS: |
WHAT DO INDUSTRIAL WASTE CONTRIBUTION RECORDS CONTAIN? (MUNICIPAL) NA | X
Wasté Characteristics Impact -on Plant
4. "~ Location and Discharge Types Other?
COMMENTS:
WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING RECORDS ARE AT THE PLANT & AVAILABLE TC PERSONNEL? NA
Equipment Maintenance Records X Industrial Contributor Records
5. Operational Log X Sampling/testing Records X Instrumentation Records X
6. Records not normally available to personnel at their location: : N/A
7. Were the records reviewed during the inspeciion? . YES | X | NO
8. | Are records adequate and the O&M manual current? see comments below YES | X | NO
9. Are the records maintained for the required 3-year time period YES | X | NO

COMMENTS: #8. The O & M manual, dated Octaber 2004, is in the process of being updated currently and is .
projected to be completed by May 15, 2008. However, when the tall oil plant shuts down (projected to be May 317),
the manual will need to reflect this change and its effects at the plant.

The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3), dated June 2007, will also need to be updated when the tall oil
plant shuts down. See Inspection Comments section for further discussion pertaining to the SWP3.

VAQ003433.04-02-08T ' 3



VA0003433

1. Are sampling locations capable of providing repfesenta_tive samples? YES X NO
2 Do sample types correspond to VPDES permit requirements? YES X NO
3 Do sampling frequencies correspond to VPDES permit requirements? YES X | NO
4. Does plant maintain required records of sampling? YES X | NO
5 Are composite sample.s collected in proportion to flow? YES| X NO NA
6 Are composite samples refrigerated during collection? YES | X NO NA
7. Dces the plant run operational control tests? YES | X NO NA

COMMENTS:

Who performs the testing? , " Plant X Central Lab Commercial Lab X
1. Name: Universal Laboratories, Hampton, VA
IF THE PLANT PERFOhMS ANY TESTING, PLEASE CCMPLE TE QUESTIONS 2-4
2. | Which total residual chlorine method is uséd? | N/A
3. | Does plant appear to have sufficient equipment to perform required tests? YES | X | NO
4, Does testing equipment appear to be clean and/for operabfé? YES -X NO

COMMENTS: See laboratory report for further discussion.

Is the productioh process as described in permit application? If no, describe

1. [ changes in comments section. YES NO NA | X
Are products/production rates as described in the permit application? [f no list .

2. differences in comments section. ' YES NO NA | X
Has the Agency been notified of the changes and their impact on plant effluent? .

3. | Date agency notified: YES NO NA | X

COMMENTS:

VA0003433.04-02-08T
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FACILITY: Hercules, Inc VA0003433

Conduct site inspections specific for storm water pollution prevention. X
Conduct Comprehensive Site Compliance Evaluation. X
SUMMARY

The Hercules facility is made up of multiple plants that coexist on the same site. The three companies lnvolved
are Hercules, GEO Specialty Chemicals, and Eastman.

The Eastman Tall Oil Plant is preparing to close and is scheduled for complete closure by the end of May 2008.
This date could be postponed slightly depending on the amount of materials remaining in the plant. The closure
of the tall oil praocess should considerably decrease the flow into the waste water treatment plant as well as
decrease the solids (oil) entering the treatment plant. The use of the “carwash” should also he greatly
decreased or potentially eliminated due to the reduction in rail cars to and from the facility.

A brief site survey was conducted during the inspection. The majority of the site was located within bermed
containment and spill kits were placed throughout the entire facility. Oil absorbent booms were secured in
multiple locations along the ditch near the office and along the ditch that led to outfall 002. Each outfall was
observed. Outfall 003 had no discharge while 201, 002, and 902 did have a discharge at the time of the
inspection. Algae appears to be an issue for the facility at outfall 201.

During the site survey, an area adjacent to the rail tracks appeared to be a storage area for scaffolding pieces
and empty drums. Although the drums in this area were capped, a few were lying on their side and all of them
had been placed directly on the ground. The buckets containing scaffolding clamps and brackets were rusting
on top of the pallets and the rust was collecting on the ground. Changes should be implemented in thlS areain
order to improve the materials management and good housekeeping practices.

The waste water treatment plant was also observed during the inspection and appears to be continuing to
improve its treatment processes and the plant effluent.

The Storm Water Poliution Prevention Plan (SWP3), revised June 2007, was available and reviewed on site. The
plan included items required by the permit and was mostly current. However, the list of spilis and leaks did not
contain any spills that had occurred in 2007 and needed to be updated.

Corresponding records were also available and reviewed. A Non-Storm Water Discharge Assessment and
Certification was documented in November 2007 and included visual inspections of outfalls 003 and 902(002).
Training was last perfformed May 2007 to discuss storm water pollution prevention and spill response among
other topics. A Comprehensive Site Compliance Evaluation (CSCE) was conducted in November 2007 and
documented compliance at outfalfls 003 and 902. This evaluation should also include inspection of the
scaffolding storage area adjacent to the tracks because storm water runoff from this area could potentially
affect outfall 003. In this case, the CSCE should have noted the drums lying on the ground and rusted buckets.

Routine Site Inspections are performed in a multitude of ways at the facility. Individual plant personnel conduct
inspections of each specific plant area in addition to the inspections of the entire facility performed by Hercules
environmental staff. During all of these inspections (daily, weekly, monthly, and quarterly), the following itmes
are inspected: tanks, secondary containments, spills kits, valves, outfalls, diking, and storm water conveyances.
Good housekeeping is also checked during each plant’s safety inspection. The routine site inspections should
also include storage areas such as the one noted with scaffolding materials and drums. Some of the quarterly
inspections for the Vul-Cup area secondary containment noted on the annual quarter when the inspection was
performed and should note the actual date of the inspection. Due to the massive quantity of inspections
documented, only representative samples have been included with this report.

Quarterly Visual Exams of Storm Water Quality are performed by the facility but are not properly completed
according to permit requirements. A visual was conducted at outfall 003 on 1/17/08 but a discharge was not
observed. No discharge was recorded, but some sections of the qualitative monitoring report were filled out

VA0003433.04-02-08T 5




FACILITY: Hercules, Inc. [ ( VA0003433
without a discharge viewed to provide the data. (i.e. Odor was recorded as “none” and the questions for
presence of foam or oil sheen were both answered with no.) Rain data inciuded with the visuals provided
several occasions in February when there had been a rainfall during which outfall 003 was checked and a
discharge had occurred during at least two of them. However, a qualitative report was not used to document the
discharge observed during those events. An outfall must be visually checked for a discharge multiple times
during every qualifying rain event that occurs during a calendar quarter before “no discharge” can be
documented for the Quarterly Visual Exam, Itis not required to perform monitoring at every outfall during the
same storm event, but conducting as much menitoring/sampling as is possible during the earliest qualifying
storm event is always recommended.

The entire facility was found to be clean and well maintained.

Update SWP3 — spills and leaks section.

Include the outside storage area adjacent to the rail tracks in routine site inspeétions and properly date
inspection records. ‘

ks

Perform Quarterly Visuals (qualitative monitoriné) per the permit requirements and document each time an
outfall is observed without a discharge during a qualifying rain event,

After the Tall Oil Processing is shut down completely, review and revise the SWP3, the O & M manual, and
inspection records appropriately. ‘

VAD003433.04-02-08T 6



ATTACHMENT 2

DISCHARGE LOCATION/TOPOGRAPHIC MAP
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ATTACHMENT 3

' SCHEMATIC/PLANS & SPECS/SITE MAP/
WATER BALANCE
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ATTACHMENT 4

TABLE I - DISCHARGE/OUTFALL DESCRIPTION



Please print or type in the unshaded areas only.

EPA I.D. NUMBER {copv from frem I of Form 1)
VADQOOO03122165

Form Approved.

OMB Ne. 2040-0088,
Approval expires 3-31-98,

FORM

2C

NPDES

EPA

I QUTFALL LOCATION -

U.5. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

AFPLICATION FCR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICULTURE QPERATIONS
Consolidated Permits Program

For each outfall, list the latitude and longitude of its location to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water.

A. OUTFALL NUMBER B. LATITUDE C. LONGITUDE
{fis1) 1. DEG. 2. MIN. 3. SEC. 1. DEG. 2. MIN. 3. SEC. D. RECEIVING WATER (naume)
c02 N36 35 076 W77 00 138|Nottoway River
201 N36 38 015 W77 00 035|Nottoway River ( wia Outfall ¢02 )

It. FLOWS, SOURCES OF POLLUTION, AND TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES

A, Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility. indicate sources of intake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, and treatment units
labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing .average flows between intakes, operations,
treatrment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain mmmg activiies), provide a piclorial description of the nature and amount of any
saurces of water and any collection or treatment measures.

B. For each outfall, provide a description of: (1) All opérations contributing wastewater to the efﬂuent including process wastewater, sanitary wastewater, cooling water,
and storm water runoff, (2) The average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) The treatment received by the wastewater.'Continue on additional sheets if
necessary,

1.0UT- 2. OPERATICN(S) CONTRIBUTING FLOW 3. TREATMENT

FALL b. AVERAGE FLOW b. LIST CODES FROM

NO. (lis1) a. OPERATION {fisz) (inclsde units) a. DESCRIPTION TABLE 2C-1

Eamol_,m Non-Contact Cooling Water, Non-{ontact Cooling Water; Calcium Chloride is -
NC1 STC Code 2861 1,080,000 gpd added to the treatment system at this point. aA
Discharged to 002.
Aquapel Non-Contact Cooling Water, Nen-Contact Ceoling Wacer, not creaced.
NC2 5IC Code 2899 i 1,780,000 gpd Discharged to 002. 1A
. Vulcup Hon-Contact Cooling Wacer, Non-Concact Cocling Water, not treated.
NC3 5IC Code 2959 1,316,000 gpd Discharged ta 002. 4A,
iz s tachment 3510-2C-1
201 Neutralized wastewater 135,000 gpd ae actachmen
B lyn- See attachment 3510-2C-1
amolyn-T/C 10,200 gpd
Power Area See attachment 3510-2C-1
116,000 gpd
s dj i inated st ater

002/90 Cormwater ].scharge variable nconcaminace STOoTmwW, an

2

0oz Total cutlined above 5,609,200 gpd

GFFICIAL USE CNLY fefffucns guidelines sub-categories)

EPA Form 3510-2C (8-90)

PAGE 10of 4

CONTINUE CON REVERSE




EPA ID NUMBER

VADO003122165
Fdrm-".}* R B U.S:Environmental Protection Agency ..~ -
.o2C | ‘-EP‘A S Appllcatlon for Permit to Dlscharge ‘Wastewater. L
NPDES } , Emstlng Manufacturing, Commercial, Mmmg and Silwcultural Operatlons
. Fiows, Sources of Pollution, -and Treatment Tethnologies. ; : n
" Qutfalling {+ Operatlon{s) Contrlbutmg Flow " _ Treatment :
(list) | Operatron B Average Flow ¢ | Codes from
. - R o : | Table 2C:.
2K
Wastewater is partially neutralized in a 4AA
7,400 gallon basin {retention time 0.9 hr)
and pumped to a neutralization system
201/002 Aquaé)ec: Przcgz‘geg,s 135,000 gpd consisting of a 20,000 gal tank for HCI
SIC Code storage and/or pretreatment and a 750
gallon tank & a 3,000 gal tank in series to
Outfall 201,
lyn Pr 1A
Pamolyn Process 8,800 gpd
SIC Code 2861 Light oit is skimmed from wastewater in a 2K
60 Mgal basin {r.t. = 6 days), pumped to 3A
an oilfwater separator where additional oil 1U
is removed before flowing to a 624,000 4AA
gal Stormwater tank.and/or a 250,000 5C
gallon equalization tank. It is neutralized
in-line using soda ash, pumped to a BQ
201/002 ) 225,000 gal Aeration Tank with integral
Tank Car Un'oading Area . clarifier (I’.t. 5 days). then to a 20,000 gal
SIC Code 2861 1,400 gpd polishing clarifier and discharged to
Qutfali 201. Waste sludge is de-watered
on a belt filter press for disposal at a
landfill. Purge water from groundwater
sampling activities. Groundwater from
dewatering activifies.
Power Area Non-Contact Cooling Water;  not
2017002 | o1~ =0 de 2861 116,000 gpd treated. Discharged to 201 then 002. 4A
Power Area ’ Reverse Osmosis unit reject water
902 Isic Code 2861 90,0009pd | giconarge. 4A
Flow as necessary to
dewater the ]
201/002 . .
or Wastewater Holding Lageen, wastewater holding [Treatment as necessary to meet 4A
002 Sludge Pit Remediation Water lagoon and sludge |discharge limits
pits during
remediation.

Attachment 3510-2C-1




Piease print or type in the unshaded areas cnly.

VADQO3122165

EPA D Number (copy from ltem 1 of Form 1)

Form Approved.

CMB No. 2040-0086
Approval expires 5-31-92

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
FORM n Washington, DC 20460
EPA Application for Permit to Discharge Storm Water
anes Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity

I. Qutfall Location

Paperwork Reduction Act Notice

Public reporting burden for this application is estimated {o average 28 6 hours per applicaticn, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data scurces,
gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding the burden estimate, any other aspect
of this collecticn of information, or suggestions for improving this form, including suggestions which may increase or reduce this burden to: Chief, Information Policy
Branch, PM-223, U.5. Enwronmental Protection Agency, 1200 Pernsylvania Avenue, NW, Washingten, DC 20460, or Directer, Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs, Office of Management and Budget, Washington, DG 20503,

For each outfall, list the latitude and iongitude of its lccation to the nearest 15 seconds and the name of the receiving water.

A. Qutfali Number

D. Receiving Water

{iisf} B. Latitude C. Longitude (name)
502 Ni§ 39 76 W77 00 138 |Notktoway River
003 N3§ 39 192 w76 59 947 |[Wills Gut into Nottoway River
A-0ld Condensate N15 - 39 11 W76 00 0|Wills Gur into Nottoway River
Ditech
B-Natural Swale N36 35 11 W76 59 59 |Wills Gut into Nottoway River
C-0l1ld Cutfall 001 N36 39 £l W76 59 S3|Wills Gut into Nottoway River

Il. Improvements

A. Are you now required by any Federal, State, or local authority to meet any implementation schedule for the construction, upgrading or operation of wastewater
treatment equipment or practices or any other environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this applicaton? This includes. bul is not limited
to, permit conditicns, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant or loan conditions.

4. Final
Compliance Date

a. req. b. proj.

i j it 2. Affected HE]
1. Igentification of Conditions, Quitfai)

Agreements, Etc.

number source of discharge 3. Brief Description of Project

Not Applicable

B: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution (cr other environmental projects which may affect your discharges) you now have under
way or which you plan. Indicate whether each program is now under way or planned, and indicate your actuaf or planned schedules for construction.

111. Site Drainage Map

Attach a site map showing topography (or indicating the cutline of drainage areas served by the cutfalls{s) covered in the applicaticn if a topagraphic map is unavailable)
depicting the facility including: each of its intake and discharge structures; the drainage area of each storm water cutfall, paved areas and buildings within the drainage
area of each storm water outfall, each known past or present areas used for outdoor sterage of dispesal of significant materials, each existing structural contrel measure
to reduce peliutants in storm water runoff, materials loading and access areas, areas where pesticides, herbicides, soil conditioners and fertilizers are applied; each of
its hazardous waste treatment, storage or disposal units (including each area not required to have a RCRA permit which is used for accumulating hazardous waste
under 40 CFR 262.34); each well where fluids from the facility are injected underground; springs, and other.sudface water bodies which received storm water discharges
from the facility. .

EPA Form 3510-2F {1-$2)

Page 1 of 2 Continue on Page 2



ATTACHMENT 5

TABLE II - EFFLUENT MONITORING/LIMITATIONS



TABLE II - INDUSTRIAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING

OUTFALL # 002
Outfall Description: combined process and non contact cooling water
SIC CODE: 2861, 2869, 2899

(

( ) Interim Limits Effective Dates

PARAMETER & UNITS - .: - " BASIS . .MULTIPLIER .. -
SR TPV | FOR", " : - . 0QR. .- 5 R B . R B
| nIMiTs .. . PRODUCTION | MONTHLY |- . ... S o] SAMPLE.
----- AT [T e T T T U AVERAGE T MINEMUM 'FREQUENCY * | TYPE .
Flow (MGD) ' 3 7 NL NA NL continuous | Measur
ed
pH (S.U.) 2 NA 6.0 9.0 1/Week Grab
Temperature (°C) 3 NL NA 30 1/Week I.S.
T. Phosphorus (mg/l) 3 2.0 NA NA 1/Week 24 HC
T. Phosphorus (1b/d) 3 ' 97 NA NA 1/Week 24 HC
T. Nitrogen {(mg/1l) 3 NL NA NA 1/Month 24 HC
T. Nitrogen (1lb/d) 3 NL NA NA 1/Month 24 HC
Effluent Hardness {(mg/l) 3 NL NA NA 1/Month 24 HC
BODS (mg/1l) [b] 3 NL NA NL 1/Month 24 HC
Total Recoverable Copper 2 NI, NA 52 1/Month 24 HC
(ug/1} [c]
Hexavalent. Chromium . ) .
(ug/1) 2 : . NL NA 16 1/3 Months Grab




Juswbprr JRUOTSSdICIAd IS99 €

(-bes -"1® 092-5C OVA 6) SPIEpuens A3tT1end g93eMm -z

(SsaUTTSpIND JuanTIId [easpad '-b-a) Abolouyoal "I
19JIB S9pOD SUOT3RITWIT 22Ul I0J S9s5eq UL

"€°I 1Ied o295 [P]

‘6°D°I 3xed 9398 [D]

*AToaTinsdsax ‘sijuswsarnbsa bBurixodsa pur SToadl uocTIjeoTITiuenb xo1 - 4:0°I pue °"9°'D°I s3ied 938 [d]

"3WNTI TIPYsSIed SYl JO Wedllsumop 39937

(IT)} u2a2T2 jutod B 2 p2iansesw aq TIeYS
saaniexadws] ‘-sanjexsdwsi jdsoxs

‘sacqge pelsIT sx2isuweaed [Te JoJ sun[F JIrUsIed e usiel aq [Teys =aTdues [E]

" (Te Ioquenag - I I92qolnQ) Jsaxenb yay ! (pg Isqueiadesg - T Ane) xsijaenb piag

!{(og sunp - T TTady)
I93xenb pug ! {1f UYoaeW - T Axenuep) Isixenb 3sT

:pInpeyss BUTMOTTOI 313 YITM SOUBPIOIDER UL = SYIUOW €/1
UOT3ezZITIqels UOTsSIdWWT = “g°I

AINO INFWILINDHYE HNIYOLINOW ‘LIWIT ON = "IN ‘HT1dY0ITddY ION = ¥N

OH %Z | SUYIUCW ¢€/T ST 9 N ¥N Z [P] (*AL) IdmM STUOIYD
DH ¥Z | syauow £/t 0T VN ¥N z fp] (*nl) IEM 33I02¥
qe5 UIUOW/ T N 0¥ N z (T/Bu) UsBAXO POATOSSTA

AONENOEYA |  WOWIXVW |- WOWINIW. |EDVHEAY |

C FTHINOW -~ NOILoNAo¥d - | SLINIT
JATT4ILION -~ - SLINA % ¥ALANVHVAE
[E] SLNEWHHIDOHH B | L ) ' B
s DNIaomINOW SNOILVLIWIq LNHHT&&H
UOIJEIdea oL UOTJEDTJTpON mozg - s93eg SATIOSIIH SITWTT WTIDIUI ( ) SITWIT Teutd (X)

: . 668 '698T ‘T98Z :HAOD DIS
‘Io3em DUTTOOD 3ovjucd UoU pue ssa00ad pautquod :uoTadIanssg [TRIIN0O

200 # TIVALNO

I23eM W93SAS STSOWSO SSIDADI

{penuUTIvUCD) OHNITOLINOW/SNOIIYLIWIT LNENTALH TYIVLSAANI - II dHIIYL



Juswbpnp TeUCTISSS3I0Ig 3sag "¢

(*bss 2319 09Z-SZ OVA 6) Spiepuels A3rrend isliem T
{(seulTsptTnd Jjuaniijz [exspsd '-b-'e) AboJouyocsl T
:9Iv S9pPCO SUOTIRITWIT oY3 I0J Sd5ed 3L

“moT3 sgasoxd

-uou Iay3o Y3Tm BurxTw 03 I0Tad (xTem TTBWS) UTSEQ 93§EM DPIUTQqUWOD 3UY3 woxaj patduwes Sq [TeYs 10z TTeIIN0 (%]

ATNO INFWAAINOIYM. DNIMOLINOW ‘LIWIT ON = 'IN ‘HTEYDITddY ION = ¥N

‘ (Aep/qT)

JH ¥¢2 oM/ T £8°9¢c N ZT 8L T SpTI0S pPapuadsng 1elol

. {1/Bw)

OH ¥z MoaaM/ 1 102 YN 69 T SPTT0S popusdsng TeI0L

DH ¥Z ¥oeM/ T LE EEE ¥N S9°9LT T (Aep/q1) saod

OH ¥Z oM/ 1T 96T ¥N LST T (1/bw) saodH

paansesy | snonuTIUOD N UN N € (@oW) #MoTd
" HdAL | ADNZNOE¥L | WAWIXYW | WOWINIW | HOVNIAY ‘ e

i RECH B ‘ Coiol ATHINOKW ‘NOILQHC[OHC'[ ’
S 40 o

‘ ‘iE] SLNHWHHIHDHHL?!ff“'VTE'H : I TR ST R AR B
S W C 4 SNOTLVETWIT INANTAAF. -~ |

© . EITATIION

“UOTQEIIdXH Ebl

UOTIBOTJIPON (WOXd

" se3vQ 9A130933@  SITWIT wrieauI ( )

6682
UTSEBQ 23SeMm pPo1LSI] POUTJUOD

ONIMOLINOW/SNOIIYLIHIT LNHNTALH TYIYLSOONTI — IT1 HTHVL

TEaTwmTT Teutd (X)

‘1982
:uotadiIogsg TTRIINO

‘698C

HAOD oIS

HOTIYALNO



TABLE II - INDUSTRIAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING

QUTFALL - #: 202 .
Qutfall Description: wastewater lagocon and sludge pit dewatering
SIC CODE: 2861, 2869, 2895 .

(X} Final Limits { ) Interlm lelts Effective Datesg - From Modlflcatlon To: Explratlon
_____ EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS “MONITORING -~ -

e s L o REQUIREMENTS [a].
“PARAMETER & UNITS -~ |- -BASIS - MULTIPLIER - =~ [~ = T [ 7 [ e |

' . Lo T FOR G UTOR .

LIMITS |~ PRODUCTION | MONTHLY.... |
o : S e e peet e oL AVERAGE FREQUENCY |

Flow (MGD) 3 ‘ : NL NA NL i/Weekr Measured
PH (S.U.} 3 NA ' 6.0 9.0 1/Week Grab
BOD5 {(mg/1) 1 157 NA 296 1/Week Grab
Total Suspended Solids ‘

(mg/1l) 1 ' 69 NA 201 1/wWeek Grab
Total Petroleum 3 30 NA 30 1/Week Grab
Hydrocarbons (mg/l)?

Total Nitrogen (mg/1) 3 NA NA NL 1/Month Grab
Total Phospheorus {(mg/l) 3 , NA NA NL 1/Month Grab
Benzene (ug/l) 2 NA NA © BO 1/Month Grab
Tcluene (ug/l) 2 ' NA NA 175 1/Month Grab
P Cresol (ug/l) 2 . NA NA 14 1/Month Grab
Phenol (ug/l) 2 . . Na NA 15 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable )

Cadmium {ug/1l) 2 NA NA 3.9 1/Month Grab

NA = NOT APPLICABLE; NL = NO LIMIT, MONITORING REQUIREMENT ONLY



TABLE II - INDUSTRIAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING
QUTFALL #: 202 :
Outfall Description: wastewater lagoon and sludge pit dewatering
SIC CODE: 2861, 28692, 2899 :

[a]l] Outfall 202 shall be sampled from the dewatering treatment system prior to mixing with other non-process
flow.

The bases for the limitations codes are:

1. Techneology (e.g., Federal Effluent Guidelines)
2. Water Quality Standards (9 VAC 25-260 et. seq.)
3. Besgt Professicnal Judgment



TABLE II - INDUSTRIAL EFFLUENT LIMITATiONS/MONITORING

OUTFALL #: 902
Outfall Description:

wet weather discharge at outfall 002
SIC CODE: 2861, 2869, 2899

Note - This outfall represents wet weather monitoring for outfall 002 to incorporate storm water in the

effluent sampling event

From: Isgsuance

(X) Final Limits

{ ) Interim Limits

BASIS |

EBffect

ive Datesg -

“EPFLUEN

To: Expiration

T LIMITATIONS

PARAMETER & UNITS. . MULTIPLIER

) - FOR |- -/ OR. ' | o g

LIMITS - _PRODUCTION : - | MONTHLY i e

,,,,, L T | AVERAGE | MINIMUM FREQUENCY"

Flow {(MG) 3 NA NA NL 1/Year Estimate
[b]

pH {(s.u.) 3 NA 6.0 9.0 1/Year Grab
BOD5 (mg/l) [c] 3 NA NA NL 1/Year - Grab
Total Suspended Solids 3 NA NA NL 1/Year Grab
(mg/l) [c]
Total Petroleum 3 NA NA NL 1/Year Grab
Hydrocarbons (mg/l) I[c]
Chemical Oxygen Demand 3 NA NA NL 1/Year Grab
(mg/1) [c]

NA = NOT APPLICABLE; NL
1/Year =

[a] See Part I1I.D.

[b]

[c] See Parts I.C.6.

and I.C.7.

January 1 - December 31.

NO LIMIT, MONITORING REQUIREMENT ONLY

for additional storm water sampling and reporting reguirements.
Estimate of the total volume of the discharge during the storm event.
for quantification levels and reporting requirements, respectively.




TABLE II — INDUSTRIAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING {CONTINUED)

OUTFALL #: 902
Outfall Description: wet weather discharge at outfall 002
SIC CODE: 2861, 2869, 2899

Note - This outfall represents wet weather monitoring for ocutfall 002 to incorporate storm water in the
effluent sampling event

The grab samples shall be taken within the first 30 minutes of the discharge. If this is not
practicable, it shall be taken within the first hour of the discharge.

2. All samples shall be collected from the discharge resulting from a measurable storm event that is
greater than 0.1 inches in magnitude and that occurs at least 72 hours from the previously measurable
(greater than 0.1 inch rainfall) storm event.

The bases for the limitations codes are:

1. Technology (e.g., Federal Effluent Guidelines)
2. Water Quality Standards (2 VAL 25-260 et. seq.)
3. Best Professicnal Judgment ‘



TABLE II - INDUSTRIAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIQONS/MONITORING

OUTFALL #: 003, 004, 005, 006 (004-o0ld condensate ditch; 005-natural swale; 006-o0ld outfall 001)
Outfall Description: Storm water runoff from regulated industrial areas
SIC CODE: 2861, 2869, 2899

{X) Final Limits { ) Interim Limits Effective Dates - From: Modification  To: Expiration
L | ' v “"EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS = [%.r, =
PARAMETER & UNITS -’ BASIS MULTIPLIER.
- y | ~YEOR | . OR - _ : 5 o
LIMITS |. ‘- PRODUCTION. - |7 MONTHLY ENETR Oy oo ol SAMBPLEL
A PR, 0 VP . ... 7| 'AVERAGE | "MINIMUM |.- REQUENCY . . TYPE -+
Flow (MG) 3 NA NA NL 1/Year Estimate
[b]
- - \ ‘
pH (s.u.) 3 NA NL NL 1/Year Grab
Total Suspended Scolids 3 NA NA NL 1/Year Grab
(mg/1) [c]
TPH (mg/l} [c] 2 NA NA NL 1/Year Grab
Chemical Oxygen Demand 3 NA - NA NL 1/Year Grab
(mg/1l} [c]

NA = NOT APPLICABLE; NL = NO LIMIT, MCONITORING REQUIREMENT ONLY

1/Year = January 1 - December 31.

[a] See Part I.D. for additiconal storm water sampling and reporting requirements.
[b] Estimate of the total volume of the discharge during the storm event. _
[c] See Parts I.C.6. and I.C.7. for quantification levels and reporting requirements, respectively.

The grab samples shall be taken within the first 30 minutes of the discharge. If this is not
practicable, it shall be taken within the first hour of the discharge.



TABLE IT — INDUSTRIAL EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING -

QUTFALL #: 003, 004, 005, 006 {004-cld condensate ditch; 005-natural swale; 006-o0ld outfall ¢01)
Qutfall Description: Storm water runoff from regulated industrial areas ' ‘
SIC CODE: 2861, 2869, 2852

2. All samples shall be collected from the discharge resulting from a measurable storm event that is

greater than 0.1 inches in magnitude and that occurg at least 72 hours from the previously measurable
(greater than 0.1 inch rainfall) storm event.

The bases for the limitations codes are:

1. Technology {(e.g., Federal Effluent Guidelines)
2. Water Quality Standards (9 VAC 25-26C et. seq.)
3. Best Professional Judgment



ATTACHMENT 6

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS/MONITORING
RATIONALE/SUITABLE DATA/
ANTIDEGRADATION/ANTIBACKSLIDING



Hercules Incorporated
VPDES Permit VAQ003433

Hercules Incorporated divested various portions of the facility including
the Resins (Tall 0il Fractionation, Pamolyn and Activated Sludge Treatment
System) and the Vulcup Assets to Eastman Chemical Resins Incorporated (ECRI)
and GEO Specialty Chemicals, Inc. (GEQ), respectively during the previous
permit process. Hercules entered into a Shared Site Services Agreement with
both of these corporations in which Hercules will provide production and
ancillary services to ECRI and GEO including all wastewater treatment
cperations. Hercules will continue to be the owner and operator of the
Aquapel Process located at the Franklin facility in addition to all other
provisions agreed upon in the Shared Site Services Agreements.

Hercules personnel will continue to operate the wastewater treatment system
and all ancillary equipment associated with facility wastewater treatment.
Hercules will continue te maintain the VPDES permit and assume
responsibility for all the requirements of the permit.

Hercules was acguired by Ashland Chemicals during the current permit term.
Ashland is now the parent company, but the permittee has indicated that the
permit will still be under the name Hercules and no name or owner changes
should be made to the permit.

The facility has shut down the tall oil process, resulting in new effluent
guideline limitations. The Aquapel process has been reclassified from
Subpart F to Subpart C, resulting in new effluent guideline limitatiomns.

The permittee is adding a reverse osmosis system to the facility, the reject
water and occasional backflush water will discharge to the discharge ditch
prior to outfall 002. Appropriate limitations and special conditions were
added to address thig new wastewater source.

The facility is under an EPA-lead RCRA corrective action plan that includes
dewatering of on-site wastewater lagoons and sludge pits. This dewatering
will undergo treatment on site by a portable treatment system and will be
discharged via internal outfall 202.

The permit modification will address the following outfalls:
external outfall 002, the combined discharge of process
wastewater, non contact cooling water, RO reject water and storm
water; outfall 201, the internal process wastewater flow to
outfall 002 and the point at which technology limits will apply;
outfall 202, the treatment and discharge of wastewater lagoon and
sludge pit dewatering; and storm water outfalls 004, 005 and 00s¢,
storm water from regulated industrial areas at the plant.
outfalls 902 and 003 are not impacted by this modification, but
the rationales for these outfalls are included in this section
and are taken from the fact sheet for the reissuance of this
permit in 2007. Rationales for specific effluent limitations
follow.



Qutfall 002

This outfall is the combined external cutfall for process wastewater from
internal outfall 201, internal outfall 202, storm water, non-contact cooling
water and reverse osmosis system reject water. The only parameter changed during
the 2009 permit modification is the addition of a minimum dissolved oxygen limit

due to the

Flow:

pH:

addition of reverse osmosis system discharge to the outfall.

No limit, sampling type is measured. Sampling frequency is continucus
and reporting is monthly, based on the flow and type of operations at
the facility. This is a typical requirement for the VPDES industrial
permit. The facility uses a flow meter in the discharge canal to
measure flow.

Grab sample. Monitoring frequency is once per week, based on flow.
Permit limits of 6.0 8.U. minimum, 9.0 S.U. maximum are based on BPJ
to protect water quality.

Temperature: Immersion stabilization. Sampling frequency is once per week.

Total
Phosphorus:

Maximum limitation is 30°C. State Water Quality Standards at
Regulations 9 VAC 25-260-60 through 9 VAC 25-260-90 address
temperature requirements in State waters. In order to comply
with these standards, a maximum temperature limit of 30°C for the
discharge at outfall 002 has been established based on the
presence of non-contact cocling water in the discharge. The flow
of non contact cooling water is over 90% of the 5 MGD flow from
outfall 002 to the receiving stream. A 1 day/10 year low flow in
the receiving stream is 18 MGD. The discharge from this plant
could make up nearly 30% of the instream flow. Due to the
significant contribution of the discharge to the stream and the
significant amount of cooling water in the discharge, the maximum
temperature limit of 30°C is believed necessary to be protective
of aquatic life in the receiving stream. This requirement is
based on BPJ to protect water quality and comply with the water
quality standards. Instream water temperature data show average
water temperatures to be around 28 to 30°C, and any temperature
limit above 30°C has the potential to raise the water temperature
in the receiving stream greater than allowed under the standards.

24 hr. composite sampling at a frequency of once per week.
Monthly average limitaticns 2.0 mg/l and 97 lb/d are based on

9 VAC 25-40-30, Strategy for Nutrient Enriched Waterg Qutside of
the Chesapeake Bay Watershed.

Total Nitrogen: 24 hr. composite sampling at a frequency of once per month.

Monthly average reporting for concentration (mg/l} and mass
{(lb/d) . This will be monitoring only with no limits. This
monitoring strategy 1s based on BPJ using the State’ s past Policy
for Nutrient Enriched Waters and VPDES Permit Manual. The
frequency has been reduced from 1l/week to 1/menth based on BPJ,
including a review of previous data, which shows little data
variability. 2 frequency of l/month is sufficient to cbtain any
data needed to evaluate the nutrient load into the receiving
gtream.



BODS:

24 hr. composite sampling at a fregquency of once per month.
Monthly average and daily maximum reporting applies; monitoring
only with no limits. This requirement is based on BPJ. . This
parameter is limited at the internal outfall per Federal Effluent
Guidelines.

Chromium VI: Sampling method is grab because this metal is reported in

dissclved form. Sampling frequency is quarterly. Daily maximum
limit of 16 ug/l. is based on water quality. Previous chemical
data indicated the presence of this metal in the effluent with
concentration exceeding that of water quality standards. Based
on Agency guidance for data reporting using two significant
figures, the limit is now expressed in two significant figures
instead of four significant figures in the previous permit.

Total Recoverable

Copper:

Effluent
EHEardness:

24 hr. composite sampling at a frequency of 1/month. The
calculated daily maximum limit is 9.8 ug/l., based on
previous data indicating that numerical limitations are
necessary to protect water quality standards. A metals
translator study was done for this parameter and has been
approved by DEQ. For compliance purposes, the new copper
limit is calculated by dividing the existing copper limit
by the site specific translator study.

Calculated copper limit
From the
Water Quality Standards: 9.8 ug/l

Site specific metals
translator value: 0.19

Revised ccopper limit: 51.6 ug/l = 52 ug/l

The revised limit will appear on the Part I.A. limits page in order to
facilitate reporting and cowpliance tracking; and will be included on
the DMR. A special condition will further address the translator
factor. Any changes to the translator factor will change the revised
copper limit. Based on Agency guidance for reperting to two '
significant figures, the revised copper limit will be expressed as

52 ug/1l. '

24 hr. composite sample at a frequency of once per month.
Monthly average reporting only. Previous effluent hardness
data, TRE data, and toxicity data indicate that an effluent
‘hardness value of 60 mg/l, supported by TRE work, is
sufficient to protect against acute toxicity. As a result,
it was recommended that a minimum hardness limitation of &0
mg/l CalQ,; be established for this discharge. However, this
number ig not included in the permit as a limit, the
requirement is for reporting only. This is based on BPJ.
In order to protect against acute toxicity, an acute WET



limit ig included in the permit, negating the need for any
harness limit. ‘

Digsolved Oxygen : Thisg parameter has been added during the 2002 permit
modification. The permittee has added a reverse osmosis (RO)
water treatment system at the facility to treat water the
permittee will use in process and sell to an outside customer.
The reject water from the system and occasional backflush from
the system will discharge to the drainage ditch leading to
outfall 002. No regeneration water will be discharged;
regeneration of the units will take place off site by the
contract provider. Based on water quality standards at 9 VAC 25-
260-50, numerical criteria for dissclved oxygen et al, dissolved
oxygen in the Chowan Basin must be mazintained at a minimum of 4.0
mg/l. 3Based on regulation 9 VAC 25-860-10 et seq, the regulation
for potable water treatment plants, RO systems have the potential
to affect dissolved oxygen. The regulation requires a minimum
dissolved oxygen limitation of 4.0 mg/l for discharges from RO
units. This is the same requirement the DEQ included in VPDES
permits by BPJ prior to the implementation of this regulation and
general permit. The fact sheet for the general permit regulatiocn
indicates that meeting the dissolved oxygen requirement
demonstrates that system is operating correctly and is in good
repair. This would indicate that the minimum dissolved oxygen
requirement could be placed on the discharge from the system
prior to mixing with other flows in the ditch to ocutfall 002.
However, the system at this facility will discharge at a rate of
approximately 65,000 gallons per day which is a small percentage
of the flow in the ditch to outfalli 002, and is a relatively
minor contribution to the discharge to the receiving stream;
therefore, the discharge of this system alone has little
potential to greatly affect the D.O. content in the drainage
ditch or in the receiving stream. But, the combination of all
process and non-process flows to the receiving stream from the
combined outfall 002 do have the potential to affect dissolved
oxygen in the receiving stream. And, since the D.C. minimum
limit is based on water guality, it is more appropriate to apply
this limit at the external outfall. Therefore, the D.O. minimum
limitation of 4.0 mg/l will be placed on the external outfall to
protect water quality and aquatic organisms in the receiving
stream.

Whole Effluent Toxicity: See attachment 8.



outfall 201

This internal outfall is the process wastewater treatment system and the location
at which the federal effluent guideline limits from 40 CFR 454 apply. The
facility has undergone significant changes in the last year, affecting both the
application and calculaticn of federal effluent guideline limitations. BOD and
TSS limitations have been recalculated based on these changes. No limits were
made less stringent by the recalculation of the limits.

Flow:

BOD5:

Tctal Suspended
Sclids: '

Monthly average and daily maximum flow measurement is reported
monthly from continuous flow monitoring at the internal outfall,
prior to the discharge mixing with other flow to outfall 002.
This is based on BPJ for this type of process cperation at the
facility. This is a typical recquirement for a VPDES industrial

"permit.

24 hr. composite sampling at a frequency is once per week is
based on flow. Technology-based limits of 157 mg/l and 176.65
lbs/day monthly average, and 296 mg/l and 333.37 lbs/day daily
maximum are based on Federal Effluent Guidelines, 40 CFR Part
454, subparts D and . See effluent limits calculations for
derivation of numerical limitations. Operations and flow have
changed significantly at the plant during the past year and these
limits are based on a reductiocn in flow from the deletion of the
tall cil process at the plant, resulting in a recalculation of
limits from subpart D. The Aquapel process was reviewed and it
was determined that the process is actually better represented in
subpart C rather than subpart F. The reason for the change is
presented in correspondence later in this section.

24 hr. cowmposite sampling at a frequency is once per week is
based on flow. Technology-based limits of 69 mg/l and 78.12
lbs/day monthly average, and 201 mg/l and 226.83 lbg/day daily
maximum are based on Federal Effluent Guidelines, 40 CFR Part
454, subparts D and C. See effluent limits calculations for
derivation of numerical limitations. Operations and flow have
changed significantly at the plant during the past year and these
limits are based on a reduction in flow from the deletion of the
tall oil process at the plant, resuiting in a recalculation of
limits from subpart D. The Agquapel process was reviewed and it
was determined that the process is actually better represented in
subpart C rather than subpart F. The reason for the change is
presented in correspondence later in this section.



§454.30

subject to the provisions of this para-
graph after application of the best
practicable control technology our-
rently available:

[Metric units, kgikkg of preduct, English units, /1,000 |b of
product]

Effluent limitations

Average of daily

Efilueni characteristic Maximum values for 30
for any 1 | consecutive days
day shall nol ex-
ceed—
BODS ... 1.42 0.755
TSS . 0077 0.026

pH . () ()

' Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.

[41 FR 20511, May 18, 1976, as amended at 60
FR 33970. June 29, 1995]

Subpart C—Wood Rosin, Turpen-
tine and Pine Oil Sub-
category

§454.30 Applicability; description of
the manufacture of wood rosin, tur-
pentine and pine oil subcategory.

The provisionsa of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from
the manufacture of wood rosin, turpen-
tine and pine oil subcategory.

§454.31 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided helow, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b} The term “product” shall mean
produacts from wood rosin, turpentine
and pine oil. :

§454.32 Effluent limitations and guide-
lines representing the degree of ef-
fluent reduction attainable by the
application of the best practicable
cgllltrol technology currently awvail-
able.

Except as provided in §§125.30
through 125.32, any existing point
source subject to this subpart shall
achieve the following effluent limita-
tions representing the degree of efflu-
ent reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT):

(a) The following limitations estab-
lish the guantity or quality of pollut-
ants or pollutant properties, controlled
by this paragraph, which may be dis-

40 CFR Ch. | (7-1-04 Edifion)

charged from the manufacture of wood
rosin, turpentine and pine o¢il by a
point source subject to the provisions
of this paragraph after application of
the best practicable control technology
currently available:

[Metric units, kg/kkg of product; English unils, Ib/1,000 & of

product]
Effluant limilations

Average of daily

Effluant characterislic - Maximum valués for 30
for any 1 | conseculive days

day shall not ex-

ceed—

BADS ... 208 1.19
TSS . 1.38 0.475

PH e " 0

Within 1he range 6.0 1o 9.0.

[41 FR 20511, May 18, 1976, as amended at 60
FR 33970, June 29, 1995)

Subpart D—Tali Oil Rosin, Pitch
and Fatty Acids Subcategory

§454.40 Applicability; description of
manufacture of tall oil rosin, pitch
and fatty acids subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from
the manufacture of tall oil rosin, pitch
and fatty acids.

§454.41 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

{a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

{b) The term “product” shall mean
tall oil rosin, pitch and fatty acids.

§454,42 Effluent limitations and guide-
lines representing the degree of ef-
fluent reduction attainable by the
application of the hest practicable
cgtlltrol technology currently avail-
able.

Except as provided in §§125.30
through 125.32, any existing point
source subject to this subpart shall
achieve the following effluent limita-
tions representing the degree of efflu-
ent reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable control
techneclogy currently available (BPT):

{a) The following limitations estab-
lish the quantity or guality of pollut-
ants or pollutant properties, controlled
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by this paragraph, which may be dis-
charged from the manufacture of tall
oil rosin, pitch and fatty acids by a
point source subject to the provisions
of this paragraph after application of
the best practicable control technology
currently available:

[Metric units, kg/kkg of product; English units, Ib/1,000 b of

preduc]
Effluent limitations

Average of daily

EHluent charagteristic Maximurm values for 30
far any 1 | consecutive days

day shall not ex-

cead—

0.995 0529
0.705 0.243
M "

1within the range 6.0 to 9.0.

41 FR 20511, May 18, 1978, as amended at 60
FR 33971, June 29, 1995]

Subpart E—Essential Oils
Subcatagory

§454.50 Applicability; description of
the essential oils subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-

" plicable to discharges resulting from

the manufacture of essential oils.

§454.61 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b} The term “product” shall mean es-
sential oils.

§454.52 Effluent limitations and guide-
" lines representing the degree of ef-
fluent reduction attainable by the
application of the best practicable
control technology currently avail-
able.

Except as provided in §§125.30
through 125.32, any existing point
source subject to this subpart shall
achieve the following effluent limita-
tions representing the degree of efflu-
ent reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT):

(a) The following limitations estab-
lish the gquantity or quality of pollut-
ants or pollutant propersies, controlisd
by this paragraph, which may be dis-

" charged from the manufacture of essen-

§454.62

tial oils by a point source subject to
the provisions of this paragraph after
application of the best practicable con-
trol technology currently available:
[Metric units. kg/kkg of product; English unils, /1,000 b of

product]
Effluent limitations .
Average of dally
Effluent characteristic Maximum values for 30
far any 1 | consecutive days
day shail not ex-
ceed—
BODS 227 120
9.01 3.1
(") ()

1 Within the ranges 6.0 to 9.0

[41 FR 20511, May 18, 1976, as amended at 60
FR 33971, June 29, 1995]

Subpart F—Rosin-Based
Derivatives Subcategory

§454.60 Applicability; description of
manufacture of rosin-based deriva-
tives subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from
the manufacture of rosin-based deriva-
tives.

§454.61 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of Lhis subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
part 401 shall apply %o this subpart.

(b} The term “product” shall mean
rosin-based derivatives.

§454.62 Effluent limitations and guide-
lines representing the degree of ef-
fluent reduction attainable by the
application of the best practicable
control technology currently avail-
able.

Except 'as provided in §§125.30
through 125.32, any existing point
source subject to this subpart shall
achieve the following effluent limita-
tions representing the degree of efflu-
ent reduction attainable hy the appli-
cation of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT):

{a) The following limitations estab-
lish the guantity or quality of pollut-
ants or pollutant properties, controlled
by this paragraph, which may be dis-
charged from the manufacture of rosin-
based derivatives by a point source
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Ashland — Hercules Franklin VAQ((3433
Permit Modification 2009

Technology Based Limits based on deletion of Tall Oil Production and Reclassification of the Aquapel Process

-The industrial processes 4t the Franklin facility used to include refining crude tall oil into rosin acid and fatty acid
products, upgrading of the fatty acids and manufacturing of paper sizing agents and organic peroxide. These processes
are subject to Federal Regulations 40 CFR Part 454 — Gum and Wood Chemicals Manufacturing Point Source Category.

In 2008 the facility stopped producing tall oil products, changing the effluent limitations under 40 CFR 454. At the time
of this modification of the permit, the permittee also requested that the DEQ review the subparts under 40 CFR Part 454
to determine if the current classification is appropriate.

Based on these two changes to the way the federal effluent guidelines under 40 CER 454 are applied, the effluent
limitations for BOD and TSS at outfall 201 will change with this permit modification. All flows from tall oil production
will be removed from the equation calculating effluent limitations based on production. The production from Pamolyn
Crystallization will now be the only production used to calculate limits under Subpart D — Tall Oil Rosin, Pitch and Fatty
Acids Subcategory. The Subcategory for the Aquapel process will be changed from Subpart I (Rosin-Based Derivatives)
to Subpart C — Wood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine Qil Subcategory. The basis for this presented in a letter from the
permittee’s consultant to DEQ dated April 20, 2009. This letter included excerpts from the Development Document for
the Effluent Guidelines for the Gum and Wood Chemicals Point Source Category.

All documents used to calculate the prior and new limitations for BOD and TSS at outfall 201 are presented in the
following pages. '

The derivation of the limits under the process prior to 2008 is presented on Pages 1-3; these effluent limitations were
included in the VPDES permit reissued in 2007.

The changes to these calculations for this modification are presented in Pages 4-6.

The calculations of the federal effluent guideline limits for outfall 201 for BOD and TSS effective with this modification
are presented in Pages 7-9.

The April 20, 2009 letter from the permittee’s consultant with explanation of the differences between the subcategories
and excerpts from the development document are presenied after the derivation of the limits.
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Pernit No. VA0BO3433

FACILITY NAME: Hexrcules Incorporated

EFFLUENT LIMITS CALCULATIONS

Aa indicated in the permit application, the industrial processes at Hercules include refining crude tall oil into
rosin acid and fatty acid products, upgrading of fatty acids, and manufacturing of paper sizifg agents and
organic peroxide. These processes are subject to the EPA effluent guidelines known as 40 CFR. This regulation
requirss the point source to achleve discharges that do not exceed the quantity (mass) determined by multiplying
the process wastewater flow times the appropriate concentraticns given under each category.

Below i3 a list of processes and their respective manufacturing categories.

Process SIC code Production EPA_effluent gquidelines

CTO Distillation 2861  445,000'1b/d 40 CFR Part 454 Subpart D .
Crude Fatty Acid 2E61. © 221,000 ib/d 40 CFR Part 454 Subpart D L
Distillation . . -
Pamolyn 2861 126,000 1h/d 40 CTR Part .454 Subpart D
Crystallization

sizing Agent 2899 © 100,000 lh/d 40 CFR Part 454 Subpart F

{Aguapel process)

Under 40 CFR Part 454 - Gum and Wood Chemicals Manufacturing Point Source Categozy

Subpart D - Tall 0il Rosin, Pitch and Fatty Acids Subcategory

Effluent characteristics ' Effluent limitations ' .
Daily Max Daily Average Hinimum

BODS (1b/1,000 1lb of product) ' 0.99% 0.529

TSS (lb/1,000 1b of product) 0.705 0.243

pH (standard unit) 5.0 6.0

Subpart F - Rosin-Based Derivatives Subcategory

Effluent characteristics" éffluent limitaticna
Daily Max Daily Average Minimum

BODS (1b/1,000 1b of product) 1.41 " p.748

TSS {1b/1,000 1b of product) 9.04% 9.015

pH l[standard wnit) . g 9.0 6.0

e e T L TOSER, G R 1me oe
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FACILITY NAME: Hercules Incorporated

o

Parmit MNo. VAGOD3433

Tall Ol1, Rosin, Pitch and Fatty Acids Subcategory

CTO Distillacion (2861) 445,000 1lb/d
Crude Fatty Acid (2861) 221,000 lb/d

Distillarion

Pamolyn (2861} 126,000 1b/d

Crystallization

Total - 152,000 1b/d

BODS (max} = 0,995 1bh/1000 1b of product
= 788.04 1lb/4 .

BODS (average) = 0.529 1b/100D 1b of product
= 418.96 1b/d -

TS8S [max) = 0.708 1b}1qoo 1b of product
= 558.36 1lb/a

T5S {average) ' = 0.243 1b/1000 1b of product
= 192.45 lb/d

Rosin-Bazed Dexivatives Subcategory

Sizing Agent (2899) 100,000 1b/d
{Aquapel process)

BODS (max) = 1.41 1h/1000 1b ‘of product
= 141 1bfd

BODS (average) = 0.748 1b/1000 1b of product

. = 74.8 1bj/d

TSS {max) = 0.045 1b/1000 1b of product
= 4.5 1b/d

TSS {average) = 0.015 1h/1000 lb of product
= 1.5 1b/d

40 CFR .Part 454 Subpart D
40 CFR Part 454 Subpart D

40 CFR Part 454 Subpart D

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

752,000 1b/d
782,000 1b/4
792,000 1b/d

792,000 1b/d

45 CFR Part 454 Subpart F

100,000 1b/d
100,000 1b/d
100, 000 Ib/d

190,000 1b/4d

e

Uit
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Parameter - Value from A, + Vale fromB. = Total

’ (lbAd) (Ib/d} (ib/d)
BODS (max) 783.04 + 141 = 929.04
BODS (average) 41896 ° + 74.8 = 493.76
TSS (max) 558.36 + 45 =" 562.86
TSS (average) 192.45 - + 1.5 = 193.95

Converting the mass efflueat limitations (Ib/d) into concentration {mg/),

The flow vatue of 135,000 gpd was used in the conversion process. It is the average flow of outfall-8é> Te{ o

BODS (max} 325 mg/l N
BODS (average) © 438 mgl
. TS5 (max) 500 mg/l

TSS (average) - 172 mg/l
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Permlt No. VA0B63433

g uapef

FACILITY NAME: Harcules Incorporated

EFFLUENT LIMITS CALCULATIONS = 2007 [nSerpg +ien

A3 indicated in the permit application, the induatrial processes at Hercules include refining crude tall oil inte
rosin acid and fatty acid products, upgrading of fatty acids, and manufacturing of paper aizing agenta and
organic peroxide. These processes are subject to the EPA effluent guidelines known as 40 CFR. This regulation
requires the point spurce %o achieve discharges that do pot excead the guantity (mass) determined by multiplying
the process wastewater flow times the appropriate concentrations given under each category. -

Below is a list of processes and their ryespective manufacturing categories.

Process SIC cods Produckion EDA efflpent quidelines
eTo-Divtriturion-—286% L T Y P> W TR T ‘
‘ ‘ > Deleted zeoey
Pamalyn 2861 125,000 1b/d 40 CFR Part .454 Subpart D
Crystallizatien
sizing Agent 2899 © 100,000 lb/d 40 CFR Part 454 Subpart P

({Aquapel process)

 Under 40 CFR Part 454 - Gum and Wood Chemicals Manufacturing Point Source Category

Subpart D - Tall @il Rosin, Pitch and Farry aszids Subcategory

£ffluent characteristics ' Bffluent Yimiktations
Daily Max Daily Average Minimuan

BODS {1b/1,000 1lb of product} ' 0.995 g.52%

TSS {1b/1,.000 lb of product) 0,705 0.243

pH (standard unit) 3.0 6.0

SubpeyTC ol Rosin , TavPon+ing ¢ Pine 071 Prceas

Saale PR, 1 o i o 3 < .

mecr i EEvE Ry et—Bahoatog e :

Effluent characteristvics . Effluent limitations

7 Daily Max  Daily Average Minimuan
z-¢ Y -

BODS (1b/1,G00 1b of product) ETara BB
T5s {1b/1,080 1b of product} —prgei— 3§ orees 0.475
pH {standard unir} . N 9.0 '

e e, T DA N A ST e e L4 el
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FACILITY NAME; Hercules Incori:aorated

Permit No. VAUD3i33

Tall 011, Rosin, pitch and Fatty Acids Subcategory

Pamolyn [(2861) 126,000 lb/d 40 CFR Part 454 Subpart D
Crystallization .
Total 792,000 1b/a — €&C, ove (sl = (26, 0o {64
120,020 f3fd-
BODS  [(max) = 0.995 1b/1000 1b of product x $63rede-detd = F25. 3 7 ”‘/4(
tLC cor L[
BODS (average} 2 0.52% 1b/1006 1b of product x 3ssses-abid = ((.4§ “(0{_.
12C, cen 576l
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= 858 25 hid i
: - 12 ovo fLfot
TSS (average) = 0.243 1b/1000 1b of product x Feeeeabid = 30.6n 1Ll
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Rosin-Based Derivatives Subcategory

Sizing Agent (2899) 100,000 1b/d
(Agquapel process)

2.0f
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B R E s e ad

. I.le .
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=24 L dbid, .
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Parameter =~ - Value from A. + Value from B.
T {lbidy (Ib/d)
BODS {max) 78894 12537 - 2%
‘BODS (average) 4806 G645 + F4g— 1O
TSS {tmax) 55836 Foey + - A5 13¢
TSS (average) C o A024S5- 30 izt 45— HIY

Total -
(Ib/d)

i

92964 33% 37 "‘/'_1
49336 176.¢5 /L
36336 220 93 144

Ttz (44

Converting the mass effluent limitations {Ib/d) into concentration (mg/1),

The flow value of 135,000 gpd was used in the conversion process. It is the average flow of outfall-802 Te{ N

BODS (max) 825 meA- 296.07 = 298 mslf
BODS (average) S A38mefis 156 40 T ATT mefg
. TS5 (max) 580-med- 20| LJHT S Loy ™l L
ISGveng)t B G156 = G oaig
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Ashland — Hercules Franklin VA0003433
Permit Modification 2009
Technology Based Limits based on deletion of Tall Qil Production and Reclassification of the Aquapel Process

Based on the deletion of the Tall Oil process and the re-classification of the Aquapel process, the following limits are
applicable at outfall 201 for BOD and TSS.

L. Processes and production:
Process SIC Code Production - EPA Guideline
Pamolyn Crystallization: 2861 126,000 1b/d 40 CTR 454 Subpart D
Aquapel Process 2899 100,000 1b/d 40 CFR 454 Subpart C
IL. Effluent Characteristics and Applicable Effluent Guideline Limitations

A. Subpart D — Tall Qil Rosin, Pitch and Faity Acids

Effluent Characieristic Efftuent Limitations
Daily Max Average
. BOD3 (1b/1,000 1b of product) - 0.995 0.329
TSS (1b/1,000 1b of product) _ 0.705 0.243

A. Subpart C — Wood Rosin, Turbentiné and Pine Qil Process

Effluent Characteristic Effluent Limitations

Daily Max Average
BODS3 (1b/1,000 Ib of product) 2.08 1.10

TSS (1b/1,000 lb of product) 1.38 0.475



Ashland — Hercules Franklin VAQ003433

Permit Modification 2009

Technology Based Limits based on deletion of Tall Qil Production and Reclassification of the Aquapel Process

ITI. Mass Limit Derivation

A. Subpart D Pamolyn Crystallization: 126,000 Ib/d
BOD (max) 0.995 1b/1.000 Ib of product x 126,000 1b/d = 125.37 lb/day
BOD (avg) 0.529 1b/1,000 1b of product x 126,000 1b/d = 66.65 1b/day

~ TSS (max) 0.705 1b/1,000 1b of product x 126,000 1b/d = 88.83 lb/day

TSS (avg) 0.243 1b/1,000 Ib of product x 126,000 Ib/d = 30.62 Ib/day

B. Subpart C Aquapel Process: 100,000 lb/d
BOD (max) 2.08 1b/1,000 Ib of product x 100,000 Ib/d = 208 Ib/day
BOD (avg) 1.10 Ib/1,000 Ib of product x 100,000 1b/d = 110 Ib/day
TSS (max) 1.38 Ib/1,000 Ib of product x 100,000 Ib/d = 138 Ib/day
TSS (avg) ~ 0.47515/1,0001b of product x 100,000 Ib/d = 47.5 Ib/day

C. Total:

" BOD {max) 12537 + 208 = 333.37'1b/id
BOD (avg) 66.65 + 110 = 176.651b/d
TSS (max) 88.83 + 138 = 226.831b/d

TSS (avg)

3062 + 475 = 78.121b/d



Ashland — Hercules Franklin VA0003433
Permit Modification 2009
Technology Based Limits based on deletion of Tall Oil Production and Reclassification of the Aquapel Process
Iv. Coverting the Mass Limitations (Ib/day) to Concentration Limitations (mg/l).
A flow value of 135,000 gpd was used in the conversion process; it is the average flow of outfall 201.

The following equation was used for the conversions: Ib/d /.135 / 8.34 = mg/l

BOD (max) 296.09 = 296 mg/]

BOD (avg) 156.90 = 157 mg/l
TSS (max) 201.47 = 201 mg/l

Il

TSS (avg) 69.38 69 mg/l
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April 20, 2009

Mr. Mark Sauer

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
5636 Southern Boulevard

Virginia Beach, VA 23462

RECEWVED - BEQ

Re:

APR 2 9 2008

Tidewater Regional
Office

VPDES Permit Renewal

Ashland Hercules Water Technologies
Franklin, Virginia

VAQ003433

Dear Mr. Sauer,

The purpose of this letter is to request that the Aquapel effluent limit guidelines
subcategory for the Ashland Hercules Water Technologies Virginia Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (VPDES) permit for the facility in Franklin, Virginia be revised to
more accurately reflect the manufacturing process. As we discussed in our December 17,
2008 meeting, a review of the Development Document for Proposed Effluent Limitations
Guidelines, New Source Performance Standards, and Pretreatment Standards for the Gum
and Wood Chemicals Point Source Category (December 1979) has lead to this request.

A copy of pertinent pages from the development document lS attached to this request.

The Aquapel process ini.folves the following general steps.

1.

Batch reaction of fatty acid (animal, vegetable or wood based) via chlorination to
produce fatty acid chloride and co-products of hydrochloric acid and phosphorous
acid.

2. Extraction in a series of tanks of the co-product acids from the fatty acid chloride
to produce a purified fatty acid chloride.

3. The purified fatty acid chloride is reacted in a second series of reactors with
tricthylamine (TEA) using propylene dichloride (PDC) as a solvent to produce the
raw product of alkyl ketene dimer (Aquapel).

4. The raw product is purified via a centrifuge and series of stills (multi-stage
distillation). Once distilled, the dimer is sent to packaging as a final product.

5. The co-product acids are purified via separation and filtration and sold as reusable
products. A portion of the hydrochloric acid is used for neutralization of caustic

, wastewaters from the solvent recovery process.
6. The TEA and PDC mixture is sent to solvent recovery which is a batch distillation

process with condensers and separation equipment to recovery the materials for
reuse in the process. A portion of the condensed solvent is reﬂuxed back to the
distillation columns.

A copy of the flow diagram for Aquapel is attached. A majority of the wastewater
produced in Aquapel is from the solvent recovery process.

“Where Integrity and Performance Meet”



Mr. Mark Sauer
Page 2 of 4
April 20, 2009

The current effluent limit guidelines subcategory for the Aquapel process is Subpart F —
Rosin Based Derivatives. As can be seen in the attached Development Document, the
rosin derivative process is produced when stump wood rosin and glycerin are reacted
under vacuum conditions followed by a steam sparge to remove impurities. The
impurities are sent through a scrubber and wastewater is produced from the separator
after the scrubber. Additional wastewater is also produced from vessel wash down. A
description of this process is presented on Page 37 and the flow diagram is presented in
Figure HI-5 (Page 38) of the attached Development Document,

"The Aquapel process is different from the Rosin Based Derivatives process for the
following reasons.

I. The Rosin Based Derivatives process does not have any solvent recovery
distillation process (as outlined in item 6 above).

2. There is no raw production purification in the Rosin Based Derivatives process
(as outlined in item 4 above).

3. The Rosin Based Derivatives process consists of a two step process which is a
very simple process as outlined in the Development Document. The Aquapel
process is more complicated and contains many more processes to produce the

_ final product.

4. As mentioned previously, the majority of wastewater produced by Aquapel is
from the solvent recovery process, which is not present in the Rosin Based
Derivatives process.

Because the Rosin Based Derivatives process is not similar to Aquapel, the Development
Document was reviewed to select the process most representative of the Aquapel process. -
The Wood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine Oil process (Subpart C) was selected as being
most similar to the Aquapel process. The detailed description of this process is presented
on Pages 30 and 33 and the flow diagram is presented in Figure 11I-2 (Page 32) of the
Development Document. In this process, pine stumps are washed and chipped. The
chips are then put through an azeotropic distillation process to remove water, reacted
with a solvent to extract the resinous material and purified through distillation columns to
separate the solvent from the final product. The solvent is then sent through a solvent
recovery process to be reused.

The Wood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine Oil process (Subpart C) is most similar to
Aquapel for the following reasons.
[. There is solvent extraction, recovery and reuse in both processes. The solvent
recovery process is the major producer of wastewater in Aquapel.
2. Both solvent recovery processes are azeotropic distillation with like solvents.
3. Both processes use the same distillation approach to recover solvent downstream
of the condenser with separation equipment and reflux a portion of the condensed
solvent back into the distillation process.



Mr. Mark Sauer
Page 3 of 4
April 20, 2009

4. The wood based fatty acid used as a raw material in Aquapel is similar to the
rosin extracted from the stumps in the first stages of the Wood Rosin, Turpentine
and Pine Oil process. Because they have similar physical properties they will
behave similar in the wastewater stream.

Therefore, because the Aquapel process is not similar to the Subpart F — Rosin Based
Derivatives process and is similar to the Subpart C — Wood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine
Oil process, this request is for the Aquapel process to be subject to Subpart C — Wood
Rosin, Turpentine and Pine QOil effluent limitations which are as follows.

Effluent Limitations

Average of daily values for
30 consecutive days shall
Maximum for any 1 day ' not exceed
Effluent Characteristic (/1000 Ib of product) (Ib/1000 1b of product)
BODs 2.08 1.10
TSS 1.38 0.475
pH 6.0 to 9.0 6.0 t0 9.0

Anti-Backsliding Evaluation

In 9 VAC-25-31-220.L.2 the regulations allow for permits to be reissued with less
stringent effluent limitations as long as certain exceptions are met. This evaluation meets
the exception requirements for the following two reasons.

1. b(1) - “Information is available which was not available at the time of permit
issuance {other than revised regulations, guidance, or test methods) and which
would have justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation at the
time of permit issuance”. The new information that is available is the detailed
process information provided in this letter.

2. In the 1996 to 1998 timeframe there was a major modification of the Aquapel

_process to improve the quality of the final product. The multi-stage product
distillation and improved solvent recovery processes were added. Therefore
exception a. “Matcrial and substantial alterations or additions to the permitted
facility occurred after the permit issuance which justify the application of a less
stringent effluent limitation™ applies. '

Using the information presented in this letter, Ashland Hercules Water Technologies is
respectfully requesting a change in the effluent limits for the Aquapel process to the
Subpart C — Wood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine Oil category. We are available to provide
further information and clarification, if necessary.
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Page 4 of 4
April 20, 2009

We appreciate your consideration of this request for revised effluent limits. Please let me
know if you have any guestions (804-514-6365).

Sincerely,
(ilrnome C wanr
Catherine C. Warner, P.E., D.E.E.
Attachments: Development Document for Proposed Effluent Limitations Guidelines,
New Source Performance Standards, and Pretreatment Standards for the
Gum and Wood Chemicals Point Source Category (December 1979)

* Aquapel Process Flow Diagram — Confidential Business Information

cc: Sean Maconaghy — Ashland Hercules Water Technologies
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SECTION I
CONCLUSIONS

The Gum and Wocd Chemicals manufacturing point scurce category encom-
Facsses seven industrizl segments. This document provides background
information and the technical data base used in the review of effluent
limitations guidelines for the Gum and Wood Chemicals pcint source
category. Technologies are defined as best practicable control
technology currently . available (BPT), best conventional pollutant
technology (BCT), best avallable technology economically achievable
(BAT) , and pretreatment standards (PSES and PSNS).

The rationale for the exclusion of three subcategories from regulation
is given iIn accordance with the provisions of Paragraph 8 of the
Settlement Agreement in Natural Resources Defense Council, et. al. v.
Train (June 8, 1976).

The Agency has ertensively sampled@ the remaining four subcategories
(50 percent of the plants were sampled in the verification phase) for
the presence or absence of the 129 tcxic pollutants listed in Appendix
A. Many of the toxic pollutants fcund in the raw wastes and treated
ef fluents originate in specific [process-related raw materials and
chemicals used in the manufacturing process. In the case of certain
pollutants found in widely varying amounts or with erratic frequencies
of occurrence, the precise sources generally remain unknown, but are
not suspected to be process-related.

The rationale by which the Agency then developed effluent limitations
guidelines based on each technology level is presented. A review of
the previously promulgated BPT limitations demonstrated that the
industry can meet the limitations with +the BRPT or equivalent
biolocgical technologies in use. The BPT rationale was then used to
derive the BPT effluent limitations guidelines for the Sulfate
Turpentine subcategory.

Eased on data from the gampling Eprogram, it appeaxrs that BPT or
equivalent biological +treatment (including oil/water separation,
ractivated sludge ox aerated lagoons treatment, and polishing ponds)
- provides effective control for the crganic toxic pcllutants. The data
available indicate that after the application of EPT technology, the
organic +toxic pollutants decrease tc levels equal to or less than 0.2
mg /1.

Two of the subcategories, Rosin-Based Derivatives and Sulfate
Turpentine, emplecy modificatien cf intermediates by metallic
catalysts. These catalysts - copper and nickel in sulfate turpentine
and zinc in rosin-based derivatives - were detected in the effluent at
a number of the plants. Therefore, for these two subcategories, EPA




proposes BAT numerical effluent limitations guidelines to limit these
metallic +toxic pollutants. The remaining ~ two subcategories--Wood
Rosin, Turpentine, and Pine 0il and Tall Cil Rosin, Fatty Acids, and
Pitch 4o not use metals in thelr processes.

Pretreatment standaida for exlsting sources (PSES) recognize that

organic toxic pollutants 1in this industrxy are reduced by good
bioclogical treatment, Numerical effluent limitations guidelines are
proposed for control of metallic toxic pollutants in the same
subcategories covered by metallic toxic pellutant limitations under
BAT. "

New source performance standards for direct dischargers are equivalent
to BET and BAT. New source performance standards for indirect
dischargers are equivalent to PSES. : .

The Agency estimates that the total investment cost to be incurred by
existing sources, both direct and indirect dischargers, to achieve
these effluent limitations guidelines (BPT for sSulfate Turpentine and
BAT} and pretreatment standards (PSES) is $484 thousand, with total
operating cost of $937 thousand, A total of approximately 150
additional pounds per day of conventional pollutants will be removed
as a result of the proposed BPT regulations fcr Bulfate Turpentine.
In addition, a total of 2 pounds per day of nickel, 11 pounds per day
of copper, and 120 pounds per day of zinc, will be removed by
corpliance with BAT and PSES regulaticns. '
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Values for BPICA (1977)

B
Haxim 30 Day T Haximm T &y
Treatment Day Aversge Day - Average
Subcategories Technology kgfikg Product  kg/lke Product  kg/kkg Produc kfideg Product e
T s Guareos
L
Briquets
O Fosn 5
in Biological treatment
Turpentine and sluwdpe disposal 1.42 0.755 0.077 0.026 26 to <9
W Subcat c
in, Biological treatwent
tine and Pine Qil and sludge dispesal 2.08 1.10 1.38 0.475 26 to <9
Subcat D :
TAT Ol Bein,  Biologicel treatoent
Pitch ad Farty &cid  and sludge disposal 0.995 0.529 0.705 0.243 P60 9
Subcal:% E Biological treatment
ssential Oils ad sludge disposal 2.7 12,0 9,01 3.11 260 <9
Subcat F
EEE'—%_ Biological treatment
Derivatives and sludge disposal L4l 0.748 0.045 0.015 26 o 9
. S
Subcategory G _ :
ulFate Turpentine Biolopical treatment . ) )
and sludge disposal 5.504 2,924 0.686 0.236 209
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Values for BCT
BODs 158
~Haximm X Tay |~ Hxiow SHay
Treatment Day Average Day Average
Subcategories Tachnolopy kg/lde Product  kgfldeg Product  Lg/ldg Product  kg/ldeg Product >l

Subcatepory A
Thar and Charcoal
Briquets

Subcatgg% B . '
m BECTCA 1.42 0,755 0.077 0.026 26 to <9
Turpent ine : - =

n, pent ine BECTCA 2.08 1.10 1.38 0.475 > to 9
and Pine 011 ) = o

Subcategory D
Tall 0il ¥osin, BrCICA 0.9% 0.529 0.705 0.243 26 to <9
Pitch axl Farty Acid -

Subcategory E .
Esgential Uils BPCICA 2.7 12.0 9.01 . > to <9

Subcategory F -
RosinBased

BIECICA 1.4} 0.748 0.045 0.015 >6to <9
Derivat ives - -7

Subcategory G : .
Sulfate 'ﬁlérpmti.ne _ BECTCA 5,504 2.9% 0.686 0.236 26 to <8




Values for BATEA (1983)
' 30-Day 30-Day J0-Day
_ Aversge  Average  Averdge
Cont aminant s Treatment Copper Wickel Zinc

Subcategories of Interest Technoiogy g/ /1 mg/1
"M_A Mo discharge of the process wastewater pollutants

Char and Charvoal
Briquets

&cha:ggﬂn
_Gum Rosin ad

Turpent ins

* Subcategory ¢
Wood Rosin, Turpentine
and Pipe 0Qil

Subcatsm D

Tall 01} Rosin,
Pitch and Fatty Acids

Subcat: E
Essential O1ls

Subcategory F
Rosin-Based
Derivatives

Subcategory G
Sulfate Turpentine

Zinc Metals Removal ' 1.8
ad Sludge
Diasposal

Copper Metals Removal 1.8

Mickel axd Sludge
Diaposal 1.8
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Vahﬂforlhl" Perk Stardarde {NSPS)

Nickel i
W—mﬁ,— _lﬁ““_““—.lﬁﬁf_ llnx-o—nﬂiﬂ'iy‘ m Heeimw XHay
. . o - " Day Average Merage Day rerage
Subcategories of Interest Technology lg!l:kg Prodoct Itg!ﬂq; Product  hg/ikg Product kaluzg Product qn g/l qjl wgs1 wg/1 /1 S
Sd:utﬁ A
arcoal
Br iquots
Subcat B . .
T and R s MO, Y5, AFICA RESERVED
Turpentine il :
Subcat. c
: n, ie NDg, TS, BETCA 108 ) LR 475
& Pine 0i) #l »-&
Scbcat D
'rsrru%rn, 05, 155, ETCA 0.9% 0.529 0705 0.24)
Pitch and Fatey Acide gl ' . . -9
Subcat E '
18T Tils u:lo;.m. BETCA RESERVED
e .
o -
oy, 188, BETCA et 141 078 0.065 - G015
Derivatives : M, Zinc Metale Resmoval 4.2 1.8 %-0
o o0y, 195, BPICA b 5.50% 9% 0,686 026 '
mﬁiﬂ ¢, Copper, Metals Rewoval . 4.5 1.8

I
S
P

Nickel . k.1 1.8




Values for Pretreatment Standards for Existing Source (PSES)

Copper Nickel ] Zinc
Haximumn J0-Day Maximumm 3J0-Day Haximum J0-Day
Contaminants - Treatnent Day Average Day Average - Day Average
Subcategories of Interest Tachnology mg/ 1 mg/l mg/l mgfl mg/l  mg/l

- Subcategory A
Char ang Cﬁarcoa]

Briquets

Subcategory B®
Uom Hosin and

Turpent ine

Subcategory C
Wood fiosin, Turpeatine

and Pine 011

Subcategory D
"Tall 5li Egsln,

Pitch and Farty Acids

Subcategory E

Essential 5115

Subcategory F : -

Easnn-ﬁaseg . Ziac | Mecals Treatment 4.2 1.8

Derivatives and Sludge
Disposal
Subcalegory G . .
SulFfate Turpentine Copper Metals Treakt-— 4.5 1.8 4.1 1.8
. Nickel ment and Sludge :

Disposal




Subcategories

Values for Pretreatment Standards for New Sources (PSNS)
Copper ‘Nickel Zinc
Haximum 30-Day Haximum J0-Day WHaximum J0-Day
Treatment Day Average Day Average Day Average
Technology wg/l mgfl og/l we/l mg/l mg/l

Gont aminants
of Interest

Subcategory A
Eﬁqr anﬁ Cgarcoal
Br tquets
Subcategory B
Com Rosin and
Turpentine

Subcategory C
Wood Rosin, Turpentine

and Pine 0il

Subcdtegorg D
a 1 gin,

Pitch and Fatty Acids
Subcategory E
Eosential 51!3
Subcategory F
anln*ﬁases

De ivatives

Jubcatepory G
Sulfate Turpentine

Zinc Metals Treatment ’ 4.2 1.8
and Sludge
Disposal

Copper
Nickel

Metals Treat- &.5 1.8 4.1 1.8
went and Sludge
Disposal




grab sample of incoming fresh process water alsc was taken at each
Flant.

Processing of Information

The technical data base which established subcategorizaticn within the
industry (Section IV), and identified the full range of in-process and
treatment technology ‘options available within' each subcategory
(Section VII) consisted of the following:

1. Review of avallable literature and previous studies;
2. Analfsis of the data collection portfoiios:

3. Information from industry and trade associaticns:

4. Informatiqn from plant visits; and

S. Results of analyses from the screening and wverification samgling
programs.

The raw waste characteristics foxr each subcategory were then
identified (Section V). This included an analysis of:

1. 'The source and volume of water used in the specific processes and
the sources of wastes and wastewaters in the rlant; and

2. The constituents of all wastewaters, including traditional and
toxic pollutants.

The full range of ccntrol and treatment technologies existing within
each candidate subcategory was identified. This included an identifi-
cation of each existing control and treatment technology, including
botk in-plant and end-cf-pipe systems. It also included an
identification of the wastewater characteristics resulting from the
application of each existing treatment and control technology.

The costs and energy requirements of each of the candidate
technologies identified were then estimated (Section VIII) both for a
flow-weighted average plant within the subcategory and on a plant-by-
plant basis. BPT technology costs were not considered except for
sulfate turpentine processing. '

Additional evaiuation was made of non-water guality environmental

impacts, .such as the effects of the application of such technologies
on other pollution gproblems. .
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PRCFILE OF INDUSTRY

The Gum and Wood Chemicals Industry began in the United States when
early colonists harvested pine cleorosin for use in construction of
naval vessels. Since that time the industry has grown and expanded as
new uses have been found for [pine products. Oone of the more
significant innovations has been the develorment of by-products from
the Kraft paper process--tall oil and sulfate turpentine--as raw
materials for the Gum and wOod chemlcals Industry.

The modern Gum and Woeod Chemicals Industry cidn be grouped into the
fellowing major areas:

1. Char and charcoal briguets;

2. Gum rosin and turpentine;

3. Wood rosin, turpentine, and pine'oil:

4. Tall oil rosin, fatty acids, and pitch;

5. Essential ocils;

6. Rosin derivatives; and

7. sulfate turpentine.

Char and Charcoal Briquets

Char results from the destructiﬁe distillations of softwood: aﬁd
hardwood ({primarily the latter). Char, in turn, may be processed into
charcoal briquets or activated carbon. Pyroligneous acid was once a
by-product of the preocess, but has been discontinued in favor of
petroleum substitutes. With the rising cost of petrochemicals, some
Flants are considering reinstituting the recovery process.

Charcoal is one of the more économically imporiant products of the Guw
and Wood Chemicals Industry. It is widely wused as a recreational
fuel, in the chemical and metallurgical 4industries, and in other
“areas, including use as a filter for gaseous and liguid streams.

The char and charcoal industry in the United States consists of 77
plants primarily concentrated in the eastern section of the country,
. with the heaviest concentration in the oOzark and Appalachian hardwood

areas. Plant ownership varies from companies with numerous pliants to
singly-owned plants with local prc¢duct distributicn.
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Gum Rosin and Turpentine

In terms of product value, gum rosin and turpentine prcducts are e
minor portion o©f the Gum and Wood Chemicals Industry. High labor
- costs for gum collection coupled with competition from foreign
prcducts . has reduced the number cf plants and the value of product
shipments and the decline will probably continue.

Carrently there are only seven plants in this segment of the industry,
all located in Georgia. The greatest producticn is concentrated: in
southern and southeastern Georgia. The +two largest plants have
diversified and now are producing rosin-based derivatives in
conjunction with gum rosin and turpentine.

The raw material comes from a few remaining rine gum farmers and from
guim wholesalers. Although gum rosin and turpentine are +the highest
quality of such products in the naval stores industry, decreasing
availability of domestic gum rosins is forcing manufacturerse to rely
on foreign sources or to use wocd or tall oil rosin in derivative
operations. :

Wood Rosin, Turpentine, and Pine Cil

Wood rosin, turpentine, and pine o0il produced by the  solvent
extraction and steam distillation ¢f rosinous wood stumps, account for
19 percent of the total product value of the Gum and Wood Chemicals
Industry, according tec the 1972 census of Manufacturers. The economic
life of this segment of the industry is limited by diminishing raw
materials and the development of competitive processes.

Historically, +the industry used the pine stumps remaining from the
harvesting of first-generation southern pine fcrests in the early part
of the twentieth century. Few such stumps remain at the gresent time
and second-generation stumps contain considerably lower rosin centent.

This segment of the industry consists of five plants--one in
Mississippi, three in Florida, and one in Georgia. Each plant
cccupies e land area of U0 to 60 hectares (100 to 150 acres), the
ma jority of which is used for raw material storage. Three of the
plants are located in wrban areas; the remaining two are in rural
settings. :

Tall 0il Rosin, Fatty Acids, and Fitch

The growth of tall oil refining has continued since 1949; however, the
production " of fatty acids and rosins with low cross-product
contamination is a fairly recent development.
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Crude tall oil is particularly attractive as a raw material because of
its availlabllity as a "waste" product of the Kraft pulp and paper
industry; this segment of the industry, therefore, provides increasing
surplies of raw materials for tall oil fractionators. While there is
a steady decline in naval stcres groduction from gum and wood
extraction, there is a corrxesponding production increase from tall
oil.

Recent trepds in the amount of tall oil produced by the kraft process
have indicated a reduced rate of increase in the amount available,
This has resulted £rom changes bcth in the Kraft process and in the
Kraft process raw materials. More hardwood and ycunger growth rines
are 1in wuse so that less oleoresin is available. 1If this trend
continues, the availability of tall c¢il may decline.

Twelve tall oil distillation plants are currently in operation,
primarily . in the Southeast. Two additional plants are not in
operation, but could be made operational if economic conditions so
dictated.

Easential Qils

The essential olls produced in the Gum and Wood Chemicals Industry are
cedarwood o0il and pine scent. Cedarwood oil is produced by the
steaming of cedarwood sawdust in pressure retorts to remove +the oil
frem wood particles. One plant produces pine leaf oil for use as a
scent in Christmas products. Pine needles are steamed to extract the
oil. .

In the eastern United States, cedarwood oil is a by~-groduct of the
production of cedarwood lumber and furniture from Juniperus
virginiana. This wood comtains 2 to 4 percent cil. Currently three
plants produce cedarwood oil from this type of cedarwocd.

In the western portion of the country, cedarwocod oil is rroduced

directly from a tree of the Cedarus family which is unsuitable for

lumber production. Pive plants use this raw material, The prccess
inveolves grinding the whole tree into wood dust and extracting the o0il
by steaming.

The growing concerns in the industry are competition with synthetic
oils and the dwindling supply of trees as raw material.

Rosin-Based Derivatives
Rosin-based derivatives are not inclvded in SIC 2861, Gum and Wood
Chemicals, but in SIC 2821, PFlastics and Synthetic Materials.

However, derivatives production is a natural extension of processing
in Gum and Wood Chemicals plants since the rcsin is available in the
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Flants. This study applies only tc those derivatives aperations which
are located within and in conjunction with Gum and Wood Chemicals
facilities.

Currently 13 Gum and "Woed Chemicals plants are prcducing rosin
derivatives. These plants are located within all four types of rosin
producing plants,

Of all the Gum and Wood Chemicals processing operations, derivatives
prccessing is the most profitable, at least rpartly due to a large
product and market deVElopment effort in the industry. Cerivatives
products dinclude ink resins, paint additives, paper size, oil
additives, adhesives, wetting agents, chewing gum base, and chemical-
resistant resins.

Sulfate Turpentine

Sulfate turpentine originally was considered a waste product in the
digester zrelief gas of the Kraft pulp and paper process; with modern
technology, however, it can be profitably recovexed to such an extent
that sulfate turpentine is the major source of turpentine in the Gum
and Wood Chemicals Industry.

The distillation of sulfate turpentine yields four major compounds-a-
Finene, b-pinene, dipentene, and gine ¢il. , The rrimary uses of these
corpounds are for flavor, fragrances, resins, and insecticides. Rhile
b-pinene and dipentene are the components of greatest use, new metheods
and markets currently are being develored for a-pinene.

Purpene derivatives-—-generally produced in conjunction with sulfate
tarpentine distillation with b-pinene and dipentene as raw materials--
prcvide tack (stickiness) in polymeric miztures and pressure aensitive
tapes.

DESCRIPTIONS OF PROCESSES
Char and Charcoal Briquets

Char and charcoal result from the combustion (thermal decomposition)
of raw wood which drives off gases and vapors and leaves about one-
third of the wood, by weight, as charcoal. Ccmmercial charcoal 1is
produced at a temperature of about 400° +tc¢ 500°C.

During carbonization, distillates--collectively referred to as
- pyroligneous acid--are formed. Pyxocligneous acid contains such
compounds as methanol, acetic acid, acetone, tars, and oils. Because
synthetic substitues are cheaper, current industry practice does not
recover the by-products, but feeds the diatillate and other flue gases
to an afterburner for thermal destruction before exhausting them tc
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the atmosphere. This study found no facilities in the United States
which recover distillation by-products. The condensable distillates
or vapor also may be recycled as a fuel supply supplement, but this is
not common in the industry.

Gum Rosin and Turpentine

Crude gum dis obtained from healthy pines by exposing the sapwood.
This operation usually takes place during December or January, since
early removal of the bark stimulates early gum flow in the spring.
The main £low of gum oceurs from March through September, with the
wound typically being treated with sulfuric acid to prolcng the period
of flow.

The processing plants receive +the raw gum, composed of about 68
Fercent rosin and 20 percent turpentine, in 197.3 kg (435 1lb} barrels.
A typical process flow schematic is shown in Figqure III-1. The gum 1s
. emptied into a vat by inverting the crude gum containers over a high-
pressure steam Jjet. This mixture is then filtered and washed, and the
prepared crude gum material is distilled to separate the turpentine
frem the gum rosin. Nonm-contact shell-and-tube steam bheating and
sparging steam are wsed i1in +the stills. Turpentine and water are
distilled overhead and condensed with shell-and-tulbe condensers. The
water is separated from the turpentine in the downstream receivers.

The gum rosin is removed from the bottom of the still and transferred
to shipping containers while the rosin is in a molten state.
Wastewater usually originates in three areas:

1. The ligquid waste from the raw gum wash tank;

2. The water fraction from the turgentine-water separator; and

3. In some plants, a brine waste frcm a sodium chloride dehydration

used to dewater the turpentine.
¥ood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine 0Oil

Figure III-2 shows a typical process diagram. Pine stumps are washed
in the plant and the water and sedimert flow to a settling pond from
which water recycles back to the washing operation. Wocd hogs,
chippers, and shredders mechanically reduce the wood stumps to chips
aprroximately 5 centimeters (2 inches) in lengthk and 3 millimeters
{i/16 1inch) +thick. The chips are fed to a battery of retort
extractors, which employ the folloving gtegs:

1. Water is removed from the cﬁips by azeotropic distillation with a
wa ter-immiscible solvent; :
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2. The resinous material is extracted from the wood chips with a
water-immiacible sclvent; and '

3. Residual solvent is removed from the spent wood chips by steaming.

After the steaming step, spent chips are removed from the retort and
sent to the bolilers as fuel. Any entrained wood fines coming from the
retorts are removed in the entrainment separator and used also as
fuel. The vapors from the entrainment serarator are condensed and
proceed . to one o©r more separators where the solvent-water mixture
gerarates. The scolvent is recycled for use in the retorts.

The extract liquor is sent to a distillaticn cclumn to separate the
solvent £from the products. The overhead from the column is condensed
and enters a separator where condensed solvent is removed and recycled
to the retorts. The vapor phase from the sSeparator condenses in a

shell-and-tube exchanger and enters a separator in which the remaining

solvent and is separated. The solvent is sent to recycle and
wagtewatexr to treatment.

The bottom stream from the first distillatlion column enters - a ' second

distillation <column, as shown in Figure III-2. Steam introduced into
the bottom of the tower strips off +the volatile compounds. This
overhead steam enters a condenser and separatcr. A portion of the
condensed liguor phase is refluxed Lack tc, the Jdistillation column,
but a Jlarger portion is stored as - crude turpene for further
prccessing.. The non-aqueous phase from the separator is stored as
crude +torpene while the agueous phase is remcved as wastevwater. The
bottom stream from the second distillation ¢olumn is the finished wood
rosin product.

The crude turpena removad in the feccond disrilis+icn column is  stored
until a sufficient quantity accumilates for processing in a batch
distillation column. The distillation column is charged with the
crude turpene material, and the GCndenqed matezial enters a smerarator.

Tha L e apna it ol DS altcLs s Tamo¥ad from tha Somafzaiol
4% tuhpe{== ai.id Faiie WAL ALULULULE SLT Luiniuvald Lo AT STPERRLILVL ’

while the vapors and steam from the steam ejector enter a saecond
shell-and-tube exchanger and proceed tc a separator. The bottom from
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point materials, best described as pitch, which are used as fuel.

Tail Qil Rosin, Fatty Acids, and Pitch

A schematic process fiow diagzam of a Ty
fractionation process is presented in Figure II

The cocridde tall i3 is treated with 2ii0its asuifuric scid Lo removs

S0
residuval lignins as well as mercagptans, dJisulfides, and color
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materials. Acid wash water is dxscharged to the process sewer. The
stock then proceeds to the fractionation process. - In the first
fractionation c¢olumn, the pitch is removed from the bcttoms and is
either sold, saponified for production of paper size, or burned in
boilers as fuel. The remaining fraction of the tall 0il (rosin and
fatty acid) proceeds to the pale gplant, which imgroves the quality of
the raw materials by removing unwanted materials such as color bodies.
The second calumn separates .low-boiling point fatty acid material,
whiﬁe the third column completes the seraraticn cf €fatty and rosin
ac Se

The wastewater generated in this subcategory results from pulling a
vacuum on the distillation towers. This water generally is recycled,
but excess water is discharged to the plant sewer.

Fasseritial 0Qils

Figure III-4 is a typical process £1lovw schematic diagram for steam
distillation of cedarwood oil from scrap wood fines of red cedar.

Raw dry dust from the planing mill and raw grain dust from the sauwmill
are mixed to obtain a desired blend and then fed pneumatically to
mechanical cyclone separators Jlocated on top of the retorts. The
cedarwood oll is extracted by injecting steam directly into the
retort. The steam diffuses thrcugh the cedarwood dust, extracts the
0il of cedarwood, exits through the togp of the retort, and condenses
to an oil/water mixture., Following the steam extraction, the spent
sawdust coois. It is then stored and eventually sent to the bociler as
a fuel. ‘ '

The primary product is a crude liaght oil which is gerarated bhv +wo

cll/water  separators immediately downstream of the condensers. The
light o0il is removed and mixed with c¢lay which lightens the product hy
removing color bodies and stabllizes the color cf the product by
_.tua.::'a.\..kx.\;; fGothsr Gxi\"lﬂ‘.iluu- The b-l-q_“'IU.l.J. S.Lurry is filtered unrcugn
plate and frame filter presses, and the spent clay-filter material is
hauled to landfill for final disposal. The 1lightened o0il product
preceeds to Dbulk storage and blending, and is finally drummed for
shipment. : .

The water phase, which is separated -in the stillwells, contains a

heavy red crude 0ii. Thig material ic ceparated from the uyater phase
in three. consecutive settling tanks. The heavy red oil is

periocdically removed and drummed for sale as a by-product, while the

underflow, or tremaining water phase, is discharaed as wastewater.
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Rosin Derivatives

Figure IIX-5 illustrates a typical rosin derivative process. Process
aperating conditions in +the reaction kettle depend on product
epecifications, raw materials, and cther variables. A simple ester is
groduced from stump wood rosin (WW grade) and U.S.P. glycerin under
bigh-temperature vacuum conditions. A steam sparge (lasting approxi-
mately 2-3 hours) removes excess water of esterification; this allows
corpletion of the reaction and removes <fatty acid impurities for
compliance with product specifications. The condensable impurities
ara condensed in a non-contact condenser on the vacuum leg and stored
in a receiver. Non-condensables escape tc the atmosphere through the
reflux vent and steam wvacuum Jjets. The productlion of phenol and
maleic anhydride modified tall o0il resin ester is similar to simple
rosin ester production except that steam sparging is seldom, if ever,
used; and other polyhydric alcohcls wmay be used in the product
- formalation.

Wastewater comes from the chemical reaction, separation of product,
and wash down of reaction vessels.

Sulfate Turpentine

Figure III-6 i1s a Bimple process flow schematic diagram for
distililation of sulfate turpentine, which is condensed from the relief
gas from the digestor of the Kraft pulping Erocess. During
distillation, the first tower usually strips odor-causing mercagtans
frcm the turpentine. Subsequent fractionation breaks the turpentine
into its major components: alipha-pinene, beta-pinene, dipentene, and
sulfated pine oil. Minor components include limonene, camphene, and
anethol.

The distillation of sulfate turpentine is an intermediate gproduction
step. Soma of these turpentine components are marketed after
distillation, but the majority of them remain in the plant for further
processing.

The operations are usually batch reacticns that take place in reaction
kettles in the presence of some organic solvent and metal catalyst.
The selection of catalysts and sSolvents depends on the desired
products, of which there are apprcximately 200.

Wastewater usually is generated from the condensation in the distilla-
ticn tower and from wash down of reactors.
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SECTION IV
INDUSTRIAL SUPRCATEGORIZATION
Review of existing industrial subcategorization fcr the Gum and Wood
Chemicals Industry reguired a determination ¢f whether sufficient
differences exist within the industry o suprort the current
subcategorization scheme, or whether modifications are required. The
rationale for subcategorization is based ugon such factors aas: {1)
Elant characterlistics and raw materials; 2) wastewater
characteristics, including toxic pollutant characteristics; (3)

manufacturing processes; and (4) aprlicable methods cf wastewater
treatment and disposal.. '

In developing the previously published effluent limitation guidelines
and ' pretreatment standards for the 4industry, EPA determined that
flants exhibited sufficient differences to Justify multiple
subcategorization. That subcategorization was as follows:

1. Char and charc¢oal briquets;

2. Gum rosin and gum turpentine;&

3. HWood rasin, turpentine, and pine oil;

. Tall o©il rosin, pitch, and fatty acids;

5. Essential oils; and

6. . Rosin derivatives,

The suﬁcategorization review confirmed the above subcategories were .
appropriate, except that a seventh aubcategory, £ulfate Turpentlne,
shculd be included.

SUECATEGORIZATION REVIEW

The Agency considered the following factofs in the subcategorization
review:

1. Manufacturing process;
2. Plant location and c¢limate;

3. Raw materials;

4. Plant age, size, and flow;

41

s e s




S. Products; and

6. Wastewater characteristics and treatability.

Manufacturing Process

The process step common to gum, wood, +tall eo¢il chemical, essential
oilse, and sulfate <turpentine groduction 4is the use of steam
distillation to separate the major ccnstituents. However, there is a
large  difference in the degree of technology used in the five
Frocesses. Wood, rosin, tall ¢il chemicals, and sulfate turpentine
use fractionation towers for multi~-product separation. The gum and
essential oll subcategories use simple reactors to separate the
velatile from the non-volatile components. : ,

The production o©of charcoal and rosin-pbased derivatives differs from
the other processes because steam distillation is not employed. Char-
coal is a destructive distillation product of wood. The production of
rosin-based derivatives is not a distillation but a chemical
modification. For some reactions, a catalyst is emgloyed. The Agency
has determined that these distinct manufacturing processes are a basis
for subcategorization.

Plant Location and Climate

The 1972 Census of Manufacturers places the majority of the gum and
wood chemicals production facilities 4in +the scuthern states (see
Figures. IV-1 and Iv-2). ‘These plants produced over 84 percent of the
industry output in terms of dollar value added to the raw material.

Plant location and local climate can affect the performance of certain
end-of-pipe wastewater treatment systems, e.g., aerated lagoons and
activated sludge. However, treatment systems including biological
treatment, can be adapted to the srall variation in climate found in
the Gum and Wood Chemicals Industry. Plant location and climate are

not criteria for subcategorization because of the general southeastern

location of the plants and the adaptabllity of the <treatment systems
to climatic conditions.
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Outfall 202

This new intermnal outfall will receive discharge from the treatment of wastewater
holding lagoon and sludge pit dewatering in conjunction with an EPA-lead RCRA
facility corrective action plan (CAP). Part of the CAP invelves dewatering the
existing wastewater lagocn and sludge pit. The wastewater from these structures
will be treated either by portable treatment and discharged to the discharge
ditch leading to outfall 002 or at the existing plant combined wastewater
treatment system and discharged to the outfall 201 location.

The decision was made based on discussions with EPA Permitting and RCRA staff to
require treatment and to require the discharge from this operation to meet
effluent limitations prior to entering the ditch rather than applying the
limitaticons to outfall 002 to ensure proper treatment and minimize the effect of
dilution on the discharge from these CAP activities.

The permittee may elect to treat the wastewater lagoon and sludge pit dewatering
through the existing facility treatment system rather than through a separate
portable system. Should the permittee elect to treat the dewatering discharges
in this manner, separate samples will be collected for outfall 201 and ocutfall
202 and the samples must be analyzed geparately and reported separately on the
respective outfall 2C1 and outfall 202 DMR' =s. Sampling for outfall 202 will only
be required at times when dewatering discharges are occurring.

Effluent limitations are based on review of data supplied by the permittee during
the RCRA CAP process, water quality standards, effluent guidelines for the
industry and best professicnal judgment (BPJ)to protect water quality. See
Attachment 14 for additional correspondence regarding this discharge. Specific
limitations, monitoring recquirements and rationales follow.

Flow: No limit, monthly average and daily max, measured at 1/week frequency
based on BPJ. This is a standard requirement for industrial permits
based on the VPDES permit manual.

pH: Minimum of 6.0 S.U. and maximum of 9.0 S.U. monitored i/week by grab
sample. This is based on BPJ to protect water quality and is typical
for VPDES permits for industrial facilities.

BOD: Monthly Average concentration of 157 mg/l and daily max concentration
of 296 mg/l monitered 1/week by grab sample. This is based on the
federal effluent guidelines 40 CFR 454 subparts D and C and is
identical to the concentration limits at the process water internal
outfall. This effluent consists of stored process wastewater and
process sludge pit dewatering, and applying the guideline limitations
for concentration is appropriate. Since the discharges at this
internal cutfall is based con treatment of stored wastewater and not
based on production, applying mass limitations to this discharge is
not appropriate.

TSS: Monthly Average concentration of 69 mg/l and daily max concentration
of 201 mg/l monitored 1/week by grab sample. This is based on the
federal effluent guidelines 40 CFR 454 subparts D and C and is
identical to the concentration limits at the process water internal



ocutfall. This effluent consists of stored process wastewater and
process sludge pit dewatering, and applying the guideline limitations
for concentration is appropriate. Since the discharges at this
internal outfall is based on treatment of stored wastewater and not
based on production, applying mass limitations to this discharge is
not appropriate.

Total Petroleum
Hydrocarbons: Monthly Average and daily maximum limitations on 30 mg/l is based

on BPJ and is consistent with TPH limitations for industrial
wastewaters. Monitoring will be 1/week by grab sample. Review of
data supplied by the permittee indicates TPH in beth the DRO and GRO
fractions present in the wastewaters, though the GRC fractions was
detected at low concentrations. Monitoring TPH by measuring both
fractions will provide for the most protective limitations to protect
water quality. :

Total Nitrogen

and

Total Phosphorus: These parameters are monitored only with no limit 1/month

Benzene:

Toluene:

p-Cresol:

Phenol:

by grab samples. This is based on BPJ to determine any nutrient
addition from this discharge to the receiving stream, which is listed
as a nutrient enriched water in Virginia’s water guality standards.
There has been no indication that these nutrients are present in the
discharge in elevated concentrations, but review of the data indicate
some phosphorus and nitrogen present. Total phosphorus is limited at
the external ocutfall 002 at a concentration that meets the DEQ
standard for phosphorus in nutrient enriched waters outside the
Chesapeake Bay watershed, so no limitations on the internal outfall is
warranted.

Maximum limitation of 50 ug/l, monitored 1/month by grab sample is
based on water quality standards for freshwater and is due to benzene
detected in the wastewater at relatively low concentraticn in the
wastewater lagoon but was detected at approximately one-half the
limitation in the sludge pit. The limit is imposed to protect water
quality. '

Maximum limitation of 175 ug/l, monitored 1/month by grab sample is
based on water quality standards for freshwater and is due to toluene
detected in the wastewater. The limit is imposed to protect water
quality. Toluene is a known compenent of the process at the facility
and was detected in the sludge pit more than in the wastewater pit.

Maximum limitation of 14 ug/l, monitored 1/month by grab sample is
based on water quality standards for freshwater and is due tom & p
Crescl detected in the wastewater and in the sludge pit at
concentrations that may contravene water quality standards. The limit
is imposed to protect water quality.

Maximum limitation of 15 ug/l, monitored 1/month by grab sample is
based on water quality standards for freshwater and is due to phenolic
compounds detected in the wastewater and in the sludge pit at
concentrations that may contravene watér quality standards. The limit
is imposed to protect water quality. Phenol was used as the indicator
species for the total phenolic compounds that may be present in the
discharge. '



Total Recoverable

Cadmium:

Maximum limitation of 3.9 ug/l, monitored 1l/month by grab sample is
baged on water quality standards for freshwater and is due to cadmium
detected in the sludge pit at relatively low concentration, but the
detection level used in the analysis of the wastewater was above the
limit =0 no useable data exist to determine the exact concentraticn in
the wastewater. The limit is imposed to protect water quality and is
based on concentrations on the sludge pit.



outfall 902

Flow: Estimate of total flow in Million Gallons (MG) is monitored
‘and reported once per year. This is a standard frequency and
gampling type for storm water discharges in VPDES industrial
permits. ' '

PH: Grab sample at a monitoring frequency of once per year is
based on BPJ for storm water outfalls at industrial
facilities. Effluent limits of 6.0 s.u. minimum and 9.0 s.u.
maximum are imposed on this outfall based on BPJ to protect
water quality in the receiving stream. These limits are the
same as the pH limits for outfall 002, of which this storm
water discharge is a component. :

BODS : Grab szample at a monitoring frequency of once per year is
based on BPJ for storm water outfalls at industrial
facilities. Maximum reporting only with no limit. This
requirement is based on BPJ for this organic chemical
manufacturing facility.

Total Petroleunm ,

Hydrocarbons: Grab sample at a monitoring frequency of once per year
is based on BPJ for storm water outfalls at industrial
facilities. Maximum reporting only with no limits. This
parameter is a good indicator in determining the
effectiveness of BMPs at the facility. This is based on
BPJ and is a standard indicator parameter at industrial
facilities.

Chemical Oxygen

Demand: Grab sample at a monitoring frequency of once per year
is based on BPJ for storm water outfalls at industrial
facilities. Maximum reporting only with no limits. This
parameter ig a good indicator in determining the
effectiveness of BMPs at this organic chemical
industrial facility. This is based on BPJ.

Tot:al Suspended

Sclids: Grab sample at a monitoring frequency of once per year
is based on BPJ for storm water outfalls at industrial
facilities. Maximum reporting only with no limits. This
parameter is a good indicator in determining the
effectiveness of BMPs at the facility. This is based on
BPJ and is a standard indicator parameter at industrial
facilities.

Based on the General Permit Regulation for Storm Water Associated with
Industrial Activity, specifically Sector C, Chemical and Allied Products
Manufacturing, 2 VAC 25-151-110, there are no effluent limitations or
“benchmark monitoring requirements for storm water at facilities in the
SIC codes 2861-2869 or 2839. There are specific special conditions
associated with this Sector category, which will be addressed under the
Special Conditions section in the permit and fact sheet.



Outfalls 003,7004, 005, 006

Flow: Estimate of total flow in Million Gallons (MG) is monitored
and reported once per year. This is a standard frequency and
sampling type for storm water discharges in VPDES industrial
permits.

PH: Grab sample at a monitoring frequency of once per vyear is
based on BPJ for storm water outfalls at industrial
facilities. Minimum and maximum reporting only with no limits.
This parameter is a good indicator in determining the
effectiveness of BMPs at the facility. This is based on BPJ
and is a standard indicator parameter at industrial
facilities.

Total Petroleum

Hydrocarbons: Grab sample at a monitoring frequency of once per year
is based on BPJ for storm water outfalls at industrial
facilities. Maximum reporting only with no limits. This
parameter is a good indicator in determining the
effectiveness of BMPs at the facility. This is based on
BPJ and i1s a standard indicator parameter at industrial
facilities. :

Chemical Oxygen

Demand: Grab sample at a monitoring frequency of once per year
is kased on BPJ for storm water outfalls at industrial
facilities. Maximum reporting only with no limits. This.
parameter ig a good indicator in determining the
effectiveness of BMPa at this organic chemical
indugtrial facility. This is based on BPJ.

Total Suspended

Solids: Grab sample at a monitoring frequency of once per year
ig based on BPJ for storm water outfalls at industrial
facilities. Maximum reporting only with no limits. This
parameter is a good indicator in determining the
effectiveness of BMPs at the facility. This is based on
BPJ and is a standard indicator parameter at industrial
facilities.

Based on the General Permit Regulation®for Storm Water Associated with
Industrial Activity, specifically Sector ¢, Chemical and Allied Products
Manufacturing, 9 VAC 25-151-110, there are no effluent limitations or
benchmark menitoring requirements for storm water at facilities in the
SIC codes 2861-2869 or 289%9. There are specific special conditions
associated with this Sector category, which will be addressed under the
Special Conditions section in the permit and fact sheet.



Guidance Memo 96-001 recommends that chemical water quality-based limits
not be placed on storm water outfalls at this time because the
methodology for developing limits and the proper method of sampling is
gtill a concern and under review by EPA. Therefore, in the interim,
screening criteria have been established at 2 times the acute criteria.
These criteria are applied solely to identify those pollutants that
should be given special emphasis during development of the Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP}. .Any storm water outfall data
{pocllutant specific) submitted by the permittee which were above the
established screening criteria levels requires monitoring in Part I.A. of
the permit for that specific outfall and pellutant. For this facility,
no data were above the established screening criteria, so no parameters
are specifically included in the storm water management evaluation
section of the SWPPP. '

The SWPPP required in this permit is designed to reduce pollutants in
storm water runoff. The.goal of the SWPPP is to reduce pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable. An annual report is to be submitted to the
Regional office and shall include the data collected the previous year
with an indication if the SWPPP or any BMPs were modified based on the
monitering results.

During the modification request, the permittee requested that these
outfalls, including new cutfalls 004, 005 and 006 be considered
substantially identical and that only Outfall 003 be sampled. This
request was considered and it was determined that a better option would
be to sample each outfall during the remainder of this permit term and
use that sampling information to provide evidence that the outfalls are
substantially identical or are not. Based on the results of visual and
analytical monitoring during the remainder of this permit term, the
outfalls may be considered substantially identical at the reissuance of
this permit in 2012.



Permittee:

Hercules, Inc. .

Water Quality Standards and Wasteload Allocations

Casign 255

Flows (MGD}: 3 80th % stream pH 78 MIX% for chronic WLA 100
Permit Ho. VADOU3433 Q16 - ;_i'e.e;a {chronic) 10th % stream pH ez - MIX% for acute WLA 1
Receiving Stream: Notioway Ri‘ver 1010 13 " {acute} BO0th % siraam tamp 26"
WQ Tier 2 R . ‘ . " (1or2} 30Q5 " - {human health - noncarcinogan) mean sifluant hardness :
Public Water Supply? z: 7:(1 = yes, 2 = no) HM - (humnan health - carcinogen) mean stream hardness 333 | “{note: 25 mpA minimum)
Parameter Background Waler Quatity Standard Wasleload Allocations Anlidegradation Baseline Anlidegredation Allocations Most Limiting Allocations
{ugA unless noled) Cong. Acule I Chronlcl HH (PWS)I HH Acule | Chronlc I HH (F‘WS)I HH Acute | Chmnicl HH (PWS)l HH Acute | Chmnlcl HH (PWS)I HH Acuts | Chronic I HH (PWS) I HH
Acenapthene -0 . 1.2E403  2.7E+03 na 5.9E+04 1.2E402 Z2.7E+02 na 5.9E+03 na 5.9E+03
Aldrin © ' 'IJ . 3.CE+00 3.0E-01 1.3E-03 1.4E.03 | B.0E+00 3.2E+00 na 1.4E-03 | 7.5E-01 7.5E-G2 .$.3E-O4 1.4E-04 |7.5E+00 8.DE-O1 na 1.4E-04 8.0E+00 8.0E01 na 14E-04
Ammonia-N {mg} - 0.0z, - 176+01 2.08+00 33E+01 2.1E+01 4.26+00 5.3E-01 4.2E+01 54E+00 JIE+01  5.4E+00
Anlhvacene o 9EE+03  1.1E05 na  24E+06 96E+02  1.1E+04 ne | 24E+05 na | 24Esn|
Anlimony 0 14E+01  4.3E+03 na 8.5E+04 1.4E+00 4.3E+02 na 8.5E+03 na 9.5L K
Arsenic e - 5.0E+01 na - 5.0E+00 na na -
Arsenic 11 -0 ‘|38E+02 1.9E+02 7.2E+02 20E+03 9.0E+(1 4.8E+01 8.0E+02 5.1E+02 T.2E402 5.1E+02
Barium ; o.;_ 2.0E+03 na 206402 ne na
Benzene © 0 . 1.2E+01  7.1E+02 na ‘T1E+02 1.2E+00 T7.1E+01 na' 7AE+H na 71E+01
Benzo(a)anthracene © D 4.4E-02 4,9E-01 na 1.1E+01 44E-03  4.9E-02 na 4.pE-02 na 4.9E-02
Benzofb)fluaranthene © . 0 ‘ 44E-02  4.9E-D1 na 1.1E+01 44E-03 49602 na 49E-02 na 4.9€-02
Benzo(k)fuoranthene © e 44E.02 48E.01 na 1.1E+0t 44E-03 48E02 na 4 .9E-02 na 4.9E-02
BEMO(B)PWE“EC 0 -:‘ 4.4E-02 4.8E-01 na 4 6E-01 ) 4,4E-03 4,9E.02 na 4 9E.02 _ na 4.9E-Q2
Bromoform © 'l 44E+01  3.BE+03 na J4E+03 44E+00 36E+02 na 3.6E+02 na 3.6E+02
Butylbenzylphlhalate o IDE+03  5.2E+403 na 1.1E+05 J0E+02  5.2E+02 na 1.1E+04 1.IE+04
Cadmium 0 " |s2e01 44E01 1.DE+CO 4.7E+0D 25E-01 1.1E-01 2.5E400 1.2E+00 1.0E+00  1.2E+00
Carbon Tetrachloride © fol 25E400  45E+01 na  A5E01 ' 25E-01  4.5E+00 na  45E+00 na 45E+00
Chiordane © 0 24E+00 43E-03 S5.BE-03 59E.-0) 4.BE+OG 4.6E-02 na 5.8E-03 | 8.0E-01 1.1E-03 5.BE-04  50E-04 6.0E+00 1.1E-02 na S9E-04 | 4.8E+00 14E-02 na 5.9E.04
Chloride ﬂ o 8.66+05 2.3E+05 25E+05 1.7E+08 2.5E+06 na 2.2E+05 5.8E+04 2.5E+04 2.2E+06 8.1E+05 na 1.7E+06  6.1E+05 na
TRC o |ises0r 11Er00 3BE+01 1.2E+02 4.9E+00 2.8E+00 4.8E+01 2.9E+D1 IBE+01  29E+01 =]
Chisrodibromomethane .0 695402 5.7E+04 na 1.3E+C0 89E+Q01 5. TE+D3 na 1.3E+05 na 1.3
Chieroform © o S7E+01  4.TE+03 na 4.7E+03 STE+00  4.7E+02 na 4.7E+02 na, 4.TE+02
2-Chlorophencl U 1.2E+02  4.0E+Q2 . na 8.BE+Q3 1.2E+01  4.0E+01 . na B.BE+02 na 8.8E+02
Chicrpyrilos 0 . |sse02 4iE02 17E-01 4.4E-01 ’ 21E-02 1.0E-02 2.4E-01 1.1E-01 17E01  1.1E01
Chramium LI .0 . |4.0E+02 7.BE+01 8.0E+02 B8.3E+02 1.6E+402 1.9E+D1 1.6E+03 2.1E+D2 B.0E+02 2.1‘E+02
Chromium VI ‘ 0 I.BE+D1 1.1E+01 3.2E+01 1.2E+02 4.0E+00 2,8E+00 4.0E+01 2.9E+01 J.2E+01 2.9E+01
Chrysene 0 44E-02  4.9E-01 na 4.9E-01 ‘ 44E-03  4.0E-02 na 4.9E-02 na "ASE-02
Copper 08 3IE+00 4.2E+00 1.3E+03 S7E+00 38E+01  na 208400 17E+00 13E+02 1.3E+01 1.0E+01 na ' §.7E+00  1.0E+01 na
Cyanide [ 2.2E+01 5.2E+D0 7.0E+Q2 2.2E+05 |44E+01 56E+01 na ' 4,7E+06 | 5.5E+00 1.3E+00 7.0E+01 2.2E+04 |5.5E+01 14E+01 na 4.7E+05 | 4.4E+01 - 1.4E+] na "’4.7E+05
ooD® ' 8.3E-03 B4E-03 na B.4E-03 7 8.3E-04 8.4E-04 na 8.4E-04 na 0.4E-04
DOE ¢ 0 5.9E-03 5.8E-03 na - 5.9E-03 5.9E-04 59E-04 na ‘5.8E-04 na S9E-04
oot © Q 1.0E+C0 10E-03 59E-03 5.8E-03 {2.CE+00 1.1E-02 na 59€E-03 | 25E-01 2.5E-04 5,95?-04 59£-04 |2.5E+00 2.7E-Q3 na 5.8E-04 2.0Ef00 2.7E-03 na 5.9E-04
Demeton 0 1.0E-01 1.1E+00 2.5E-02 2.7E-01 TEM

-4
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Water Quality Standards and Wasteload Allocalions
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Parameter Background Waler Quaiity Standard Wasteload Allocations Anlidegradation Baseline Anlidegradalion Allocations Most Limiting Allocations
(ugA unless noted) Conc. Acule ! Chrnni::l HH (PWSJI HH Acute J Chronic I HH (PWSJ’ HH Acute I Chronic | HH [PWS}I HH . Acule | Chronic I HH (PWS)I HH Acuts | Chronic T HH (PWS) HH
Dibenz(a,hjanthracene © 0 44E-02  4.9E-01 ne 4.9E-01 44E-03  49E-02 na 4.9E-02 na . 4.3E02
Dibutylphthalate L0 27E+03  1.2E+04 na 2.6E+05 27E+02  1.2E+03 na 2.8E+04 na 2.6E+04
Dichloromethane © o ‘ 47E+01  1.6E+04 na 1.6E+04 4.7E+00  t.6E+03 na 1.6E+G3 na 1.8E+03
1.2-Dichlorobenzene 0 27E+03  1.7E+D4 na 3.7E+05 27E+02 1.7E+03 na J.TE+04 na 1.TE+04
1.3-Dichlorobenzene 0 . 40E+02 26E+D3 na 5.7E+D4 4.0E+01  28E+02 na 5. TE+03 ha 5. 7E+03
1,4-Dichlerobenzens . 0 4.0E+02 26E+02 na 5.7E+04 40E+01 2B8E+02 na S5.7E+03 na 5.JE+03
Dictlarobromomethane © - 0 ) 56E+00 4.6E+02 na 4.6E+02 56E-01  4.8E+01 na 4.6E+01 na 4.6E401
1.2-Dichloroethane © -‘U- 3.8E+00 9.9E+0D2 na 8.9E+D2 3.8E-01 9.9E+01 na B.O9E+D1 -na 9.9E+H1
1,1-Dichloroethylene -0 J1E+02  1.TE+04 na 3.7E+05 J1E+01  1.7E+02 na JTE+M4 ﬁa J.TE+" "~
2.4-Dichlorophenci -0 8JIE+01  7.BE+02 na 1.7TE+04 B.JE+OD  T.9E+01 na 1.7E+03 na TATE !
(2,4-Dichlerophenoxy) T . e
acelic acid (2.4-0) 0 71E+01 na 7.1E+00 na na
Dieldrin © u | 25E+00 1.96-03 14E03  1.4E-03 |5.0E+C0 2,0E-02 na 1.4E-03 | 8.3E-01 48E-04 14E-04 1.4E-04 |8.IE+00 5.1E-02 na 14E-04 | S.0E+00 S5.1E-02 na 14E-04
Diethyfphthalate 0 23E+04  1.2E+05 na 2.6E+06 23E+03  1.2E+04 . na 2.8E+05 na 2.8E+05
Di-2-slhylhexylphthatate © o’ 1.BE+01  5.0E+0 na " 58E+01 1BE+D0  S.9E+00 na 5.9E+0D na 5.8E+00
2 4-Dimethy!phenot :U : 54E+02 2.3E+D3 na 51E+04 S4E+01  2,3E+02 na 5.1E+03 na 5.1E+03
2.4-Dinitrotoiuene © RE 1AE+Q0  91E+D ns  BAEYDY 1AE-01  9.1E+00 na 9.1E+00 na 816400
Dioxin (ppq} ' D - " 1.2E-06 1.2E-08 na 2.6E-05 1.2€-07 1.2E-07 7 na 2.6E-08 na 2.6E-06
Endosuifan " 0- 7‘ .| 22601 56E-D2 1.9E+02 24E+02 | 44E-D1 B.OE-01 na 53E+03 | 5.5E-02 14E-02 1.1E+01 - 24E+01 | 5.5E-001 15E-01  na 5.3E+02 | 4.4E-1  1.5E-01 na 53E402
Endrin D 5 1.BE-01 23E-03 76E-01  8.1E-01 | 36E-01 2.5E-02 na 1BE+01 | 45E-02 5BE-04 7.6E-02 81E.02 {4.5E-01 B.1E-03 na 1BE+D0 | 36E01  BAED3 na 1.8E+00
Ethyibenzene ) O 3AE+03  2.9E+04 ‘ na G.4E+05 31E+02 2.9E+03 na B8.4E+04 na 5. AE+04
Fluoranthene - ) i 30E+02 3 T7E+O2 ne 8.1E+03 3.0E+01 3.7E+01 na B.1E+02 na 8.1E+02
Fhuorene ‘ ‘6',' "1.3E+03  1.4E+04 na 31E+05 136402  1.4E+03 na 3.1E+04 na J1E+04
Foaming Agenls 7.0 ‘ 5.0E+02 na 5.0E+01 na na
Guthion . O Bl 1.0E-02 11E-31 2.5E-03 2.7E-02 2.7E02
Heplachlor‘ T .| 5.26-01 3BE-03 21E-03 2.1E-03 | 1.0E+00 4.1E-02 na 21E-03 | 1.3E-01 95E-04 21E-04  21E-04 |1.3E+00 1.0E-02 na 2.1E-04 | 1.0E+00 1.0E-02 na 27 T
Hexachlorocyclohexane I .

(Lindane) _O 2.0E+Q0 90E-02 T7.0E+QQ 2.5E+01 [4.0E+00 BG6E-O1 na 3.5E+02 | 5.0e-01 2.0E-02 7.0E-01 2.5E+00 [5.0E+00 21E-01 na 5.5E+01 4.0E+DO 2.1E-01 na 5.5Ervi
Hydrogen Sulfide 2.0E+00 21E+01 ) S.0E-01 5.3E+00 S.3E+00
Indeno{1,2,3-cd}pyrene C 44E-02 49501 na 49E-01 44E-03  4.9E-02 e 4 9E-02 n 4.9E-02
lron ' J.0E+02 na A0E+M na na
Isophorone B.OE+03 4.9E+D5 na 1.1E+07 B.OE+02 4.9E+04 na TAE+00 na 1.1E+06
Kepane 00E+00 G 0E+00 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 ' 0.0E+60
Lead : 1.2E+01 2.9E+00 t.5E+01 24E+01 2.BE+01 na é.?E*DD 1.0E+00 19E+0 6.4E+01 T.2E+00 na 24E+01  T.2E+00 na
Malathicn 'l '- 1.0E-01 1.1E+00 2.5E:02 ) 2.7E-01 2.7E01
Manganese “o i 5.0E+01 na 5.0E+00- ‘ na na
Mercury “0'7 - | 24E+00 12B-02 5ZE-02  5.3E-02 |48E-00 13E-01 na 1.26+400 | 8.0E-0f 3.0E-03 52E-03 53E-03 |B0E+00 3.2E-02 - na 1.2E-01 | 4.8E+00  3.2E.02 na 1.2E-01
Methoxychlor 0o 30E-02 A40E+01 3.2E-Dt na 7.5E-03 4.0E+00 8.0E-02 na 8.0E.02 na
Mirex - L 0.0E+00 0.0E+00 i QOE+00 ‘ 0.CE+00 0.0E+00
Manochlorobenzene D‘ : 6.BE+02 21E+04 na 4.86E+05 6.BE+01  2.1E+0D3 ne 4.8E+04 na 4.6E+04
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Parameter Background Water Quality Standard Wasleload Allocalions Anlideg radaiion Baselina Antidegradation Allocallens Most Limiting Allocations
{ug unless noled} Canc. Acute I Chmnic' HH (PWS)I HH Acute | Chronic | HH (PWS)[ HH Acute | Chronic IHH (PWS)l HH Acute | ChronlclHH (PWS)I HH Acute [ Chronic I HH (PWS) HH
Nickel ;0.7 + | 4.0E+01 TAE+D0 6.1E+02 4.GE+03 T9E+01 7.2E+01 na 1.0E+05 | 1.7E+01 24E+00 8.2E+01 4.8E+02 |1.68E+02 1.9E+01 na 1.0E+04 | 7.8E+01 1.9E+01 ‘na’ 1.0E+04
Nitrate {as N} ' 1.0E+G4 na 1LDE+03 na na
Nitrobenzene 17E+01  1.9E+03 na 426404 17E400  1.9E+02 ne  A2E403 na 4.2E403
Parathion 65E-02 1.3E-02 1.3E-08 1.4E-01 1.6E-02 3.3E-03 1.8E-01 3.5E-02 1.3E-01 31.5E-02
PCB-1M6" 14E-02 44E-04 45E-04 1.5E-01 na 4 5E-04 IS5E-03 44E-05  4.5E-05 '3.7E-02 na 4.5E-05 1TEG2 na 4.5E-05
PCB-1221° 1.4E-02 44E-04 45E-04 1.5E-1 na 4.5E-04 35E-03 44E-05 4.5E.05 3.7E-02 na ' 4 5E-05 A7E-02 na 4.5E-05
PCB-1232° 14E-02 44E-04 4.5E-04 1.5€-01 na 4.5E-04 3.5E-03 4.4E-05  45E-05 a.7E-02 na 4.5E.05 3.7E-02 na 4.5E05
PCB-1242 % . 1.4E-02 4.4E-04 4.5E-04 15601 ° na 4.5E-04 J.5E-03 4.4E-05 4.5E-05 37E-02 na 4.5E-05 J.TE-02 na 4.5E-05
PCB-1248° 14E-02 4.4E-04 4.5E-04 1.5€-01 na " 45E.04 3.5E-03 4.4E-05 4.5E-05 3.7€-02 . na 4.5E-05 J.TE-02 na 4.5EL2
PCB-1254 € 1.4E-02 44E-04 4.5E-04 1.5E-01 na 4 5E-04 35E-00 44E-05  4.58-05 3.7€-02 na 4.5E-05 3.TE-02 na 4.5 k
PCB-1260° ; 1.4E-02 4.4E-04  4.5E-04 1.5E-01 na 4.5E-04 35E-03 44E-05 45E-05 3.7E-02 na 4.5E-05 3.7E02 na ASEDS |
Pentachlorophenol © " |41E+00 2BE+00 2BE+D0  B.2E+01 [BAE+0QO 2.7E+01 na B2E+01 |1 0E+00 6.4E-01 28E-01 B.2E+00 |1.0E+01 6.8E+00 na 8.2E400 | 8AE+00 §.8E+00 na B.2E+00
Phenol . 21E+D4  4.BE+06 : na 1.0E+08 21E+03  4.5E+05 na 1.0E+07 na 1.0E47
Pyrene 9.6E+02 1.1E+D4 na 24E+08 0.6E+01  1.1E+03 na 24E+04 T na 2AEH04
Radienuclides {pCift .
excepl Bela/Photon)

Gross Alpha Activity 1.5E+01  1,5E+01 na 3IE+02 1.5E400  1.5E+00° na 3.3E+04 na LIE+O1

Beta and Pholon Activity | 4.0E+00 4.0E+ﬁ0 ne - B.BE+D1 4.0E-01 4.0E01 na B.BE+DD na 8.8E400

Slrontium-90 8.0E+00 B.0E+00 na 1.8E+02 8.0E-01 80E-0M na . 18E+01 na 1.8E+01

Tritium 20E+04  2.0E+04 na 4 4E+05 2.0E+03 2.0E+Q3 na 4.4E+D4 na A LE+04
Selenium Z2.0E+01 50E+QD0 1.7E+D2 i.ﬂE*CM 4.0E‘+O1 5.3E+01 na 24E+05 [ 5.0E+00 1.3E+00 1.7E+01 1.1E+03 |5.0E+01 1.3E+D1 na 24E+04 | 4.0E+01 1.3E+01 na 24E+04
Silver 1.8E-01 37E-01 1.3E-01 1.3E+00 3.7E0
Sullale 2.5E+05 na 2.5E+04 na na
Tetrachloreethylena 3.2E+02 3.5E+03 na 7.7E+04 3.2E+01  1.5E+02 na 7.7E+03 na 7.7E+03
Toluens B.BE+D3  2.0E+05 na 445408 8.BE+02 20E+04 na 4 4E+05 na 4 4E+Q5
Total dissalved solids 5.0E+05 na 5.0E+04 . na na =
Toxaphene © T3E-01 2.0E-04 T3E-Q03 7.3E-Q3 |1.5E+00 Z.1E-Q3 na 7.3E-03 | 1.8E-01 5.DE-05 7.3E-04 7.3E-04 [1.8E+00 5.3E-04 na T.OE-04 | 1.5E+G0  5.3E-04 na F i N
1,2, 4-Trichlorcbenzene 26E+02  9.5E+02 na 2.1E+04 268E+01  9.5B+1 na 21E+03 na 2AE+03
Trichloroethylene © 27E+01  B.1E+02 na B.1E+02 2.7E+00 B1E+O1 na 3.1E+]1 na B.AE+01
2,4,6-Trichiorophencl © 21E+01  6.5E+01 na 8.5E+01 21E+00 8.5E+00 na 6.5E400 na 6.5E+00
2.{2,4.5-Trichlorophenaxy)| . N .
propionic acid (Silvex) : 5.0E+01 . - na 5.0E+00 na na
Tributyltin 4 6E-01 2.6E-02 9.26.01 2.BE-11 1.2E-01 9.5E-03 1.2E+0D 6.9E-02 9.2E-01 6.9E-02
Vinyl Chloride . ,‘ 2.0E+01 . 5.3E+03 na 1.2E405 |~ 20E+00  B5IE+DZ na 1.2E+04 na 1,2E404
Zine o .| 2.6E+31 3.8E+01 5.0E+03 51E+01 4.1E+02 na 1.1E+01 9.7E+D0 5.0E+02 1.1E402 1.0E+02 na SAE+01  1.0E+02 na v
€ = carcinogenic 7
Regular WLA, = [WQS((%MIX/100)(stream fiow) + design Now) - (streamflow)(background cone J)design flow a data enlry cells
Antideg. Baseline = (0.25(WQS - backpround conc.} + bacground cong.) for acule and chroenlo *

= (0.1{WWQ5 - background conc.) + background cong.) for human heaith : = protecled cells

Anlideg. WLA = |Baseline(slream Nlow + desigri flow) - {stream Nlaw}{background conc.)}/design flow

. j-n,,l

— HerculesFrashAntiDeg XLS

|



KMetal Targat Value (SSTV)
Antimony 9.5E+D3
Arsenic na
Arsenic It 2.9E+02
Barfum na
Cadmiurm 41E-01
Chromium It 1.2E+02 ~
Chromium Vi " 1.3E+M
Copper 2.3E+00
Iron " na
Lea‘d 4.3E+00
Manganese na
Mercury 1.9£-02
Nicked 1AE+ON
Setenium 8.0E+00
Silver 1.5E-01
Zinc 2.0E+01

All possible acule and chrenlc critaria {In mgA) have been calculated:

Program enlers the applicable sel of criteria in K148 and K155,

Acute Critaria; 16.6028

Whan pH > 8.0;
When pH < 8.0:

‘| Chronlc Crilerta: 2.02622

When pH > B.0;
When 7.7 < pH < 8.0:

unionized lotal NH3-N
0.3935258 42.874689 353252

0.1849563 20.198008 16.6028|

0.0896925 0.7948000 B8.05133
0.0421553 4.8035349 3.78411

Note: do ot use QL's lower than the

minimum QL's provided in agency guidance

When pH < 7.7: 0.0225723 24649855 202622
Regular Anlideg.
WA s
Ef. 7Q10 16.28 19.38
Efl. 1010 1.6889 13.0%
Acute hardness 16.6079 29.0B48
Chrenic Hardness 30.1849 30,1849

HerculesFreshAnliDeg X1.5
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ATTACHMENT 7

SPECIAL CONDITIONS RATIONALE



VPDES PERMIT PROGRAM
LIST OF SPECIAL CONDITIONS RATIONALE

Name of Condition:

B. WET Schedule and Limitation

C. OTHER

1. Water

Rationale: Required by the State Water Control Law, Section 62.1-44.15 (3a)
and the State's Water Quality Standards (9 VAC 25-260-20). In addition, the
VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-220 D. and 40 CFR 122.44 (d} require
limits necessary to meet water quality standards. In accordance with the
VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-250, and 40 CFR 122.47, the permit may,
when appropriate, specify a schedule of compliance leading to compliance with
the Clean Water Act, laws and regulations. See Attachment 9 of this fact
sheet for additional justification.

REQUIREMENTS OR SPECIAI, CONDITIONS

Quality Standards Reopener

Rationale: The VPDES Permit Regulation, @ VAC 25-31-220 D requires effluent
limitations to be established which will contribute to the attainment.or
maintenance of water guality criteria. :

Nutrient Enriched Waters Reopener

Rationale: = The Policy for Nutrient Enriched Waters, 9 VAC 25-40 -10 allows
reopening of permits for discharges into waters designated as nutrient
enriched if total phosphorus and total nitrogen in a discharge potentially
exceed specified concentrations. The policy also anticipates that future
total phospheorus and total nitrogen limits may be needed.

Licensed Operator Requirement

Rationale: The Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-200 D and Code of Virginia
54.1-2300 et. seq., Rules and Regulations for Waterworks and Wastewater Works
Operators (18 VAC 160-20-10 et seqg.} requires licensure of operators.

Operations & Maintenance (C & M) Manual

Raticnale: The State Water Contrxrol Law, Section 62.1-44.21 allows reguests
for any information necessary to determine the effect of the discharge on
State waters. Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires the permittee to
provide opportunity for the state to review the proposed operations of the
facility. In addition, 40 CFR 122.41 (e) requires the permittee, at all
times, to properly operate and maintain all facilities and systems of
treatment and control (and related appurtenances) in order to achieve
compliance with the permit (includes laboratory controls and QA/QC). For
this permit modification, the EPA requested that solvent handling be
specifically addressed in the 0O&M Manual due tc past instances at the
facility where solvent handling resulted in a significant spill to the
receiving stream. The Condition was also updated to include operation of the
new RO system at the facility. '

Notification Levels

Rationale: The VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-200 and 40 CFR 122.42
{a} require notification of the discharge of certain parameters at or above
specific concentrations for existing manufacturing, commercial mining and
silviculturai discharges.



10.

11.

12.

13.

Quantification Levels Under Part I.A.

Rationale: States are authorized to establish monitoring methods and
procedures to compile and analyze data on water guality, as per 40 CFR part
130, Water Quality Planning and Management, subpart 13¢.4. Section b. of the
special condition defines QL and is included per BPJ to clarify the
difference between QL and MDL.

Compliance Reporting Under Part I.A.

Rationale: Defines reporting requirements for toxic parameters and some
conventional parameters with quantification levels to ensure consistent,
accurate reporting on submitted reports. :

Materials Handling and Storage

Rationale: The VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-50 A., prohibits the
discharge of any wastes into State waters unless authorized by permit. The
State Water Control Law, Sec. 62.1-44.18:2, authorizes the Board to prohibit
any waste discharge which would threaten public -health or safety, interfere
with or be incompatible with treatment works or water use. Section 301 of
the Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of any pollutant unless it
complies with specific sections of the Act.

Site Specific Metals Translator Study

Rationale: The metals translator study approved on November 6, 2001 provides
the basis for an alternate limit for copper in the permit. The special
condition will detail the calculations used for the limit.

Use of Past Sludge Application Site

Raticnale: Per BPJ and in accordance with the Corrective Action process, the
permittee will be prohibited from using the past sludge application site
without modification of the VPDES permit. ’

Cooling Water ahd Boiler Additives

Rationale: Chemical additives may be toxic or otherwise viclate the
receiving stream water quality standards. Upon notification, the regional
office can determine if this new additive will warrant a mcdification toc the
permit. '

Minimum Freebcard

Rationale: Minimize the discharge of untreated wastewater to the groundwater
or surface waters.

Best Management Practices (BMPs)

Rationale: The VPDES Permit Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-220 K., and 40 CFR
122.44 (k) allow BMPs for the control of toxic peollutants listed in Section
207 (a) (1), and hazardous substances listed in Section 311 of the Clean Water
Act where numeric limits are infeasible or BMPs are needed to accomplish the
purpose/intent’ of the law. BMPF' s shall be used to minimize spills and
releases of chemicals and raw, intermediate, final and waste products from



14.

1%.

D.

the site to the receiving stream. .In addition, the General Permit
Regulation for Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activity,
gspecifically Sector €, Chemical and Allied Products Manufacturing,

S VAC.25-151-110, includes a section on non-structural BMPs that has
been incorporated into the permit.

Prohibition of specific and non-storm water discharges

Rationale: The General Permit Regulation for Storm Water Agsociated
with Industrial Activity, specifically Sector C, Chemical and Allied
Productg Manufacturing, 9 VAC 25-151-110, includes a prohibiticon on
gpecific non-storm water discharges non that has been incorporated

‘into the permit. Spills and inadvertent discharges of the materials

used, produced and/or disposed of as waste materials at organic
chemical manufacturing facilities have the potential to exhibit tox1c
effects in the receiving stream; therefore, a specific prohibition on
thege types of discharges, as described in 9 VAC 25-151-11¢ is
included based on BPJ to protect water quality.

Reverse QOsmosis (RO} System Additives

Rationale: Chemical additives may be toxic or otherwise violate the
receiving stream water quality standards. Upon notification, the regional
office can determine if this new additive will warrant a modification to the

- permit.

STORM

WATER MANAGEMENT CONDITIONS
Samplihg Methodology for Specific Outfalls 902, 003, ©04, 005, 006

Rationale: Defines methodecleocgy for collecting representative effluent
samples in conformance with applicable regulatioms.

Storm Water Management Evaluation

Rationale: - The Clean Water Act 402 (p) (2) (B) requires permits for storm
water discharges associated with industrial activity. VPDES permits for
storm water discharges must establish BAT/BCT requirements in accordance with
402 (p} {3) of the Act. The Storm Water Polluticn Prevention Plan is the
vehicle proposed by EPA in the final NPDES General Permits for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity (Federal Register Sept 9,
1992) to meet the recuirements of the Act. &Additionally, the VPDES Permit
Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-220 K., and 40 CFR 122.44 (k) allow BMPs for the
control of toxic pollutants listed in Section 307 (a) (1), and hazardous
substances listed in Section 311 of the Clean Water Act where numeric limits
are infeasible or BEMPs are needed to accomplish the purpose/intent of the
law.

Finally, the EPA produced a document dated August 1, 1996, entitled "Interim .
Permitting Approach for Water Quality- Effluent Limitations in Storm Water
Permits™. This document indicated that an interim approach to limiting storm
water could be through the use of best management practices rather than
numerical limits. EPA pointed out that Secticn 502 of the Clean Water Act
(CWA) defined "effluent limitation" to mean "any restrictiom on gquantities,
rateg, and concentrations of constituents discharged from point sources. The
CWAa does not say that effluent limitations need be numeric." The use of BMPs
falls in line with the Clean Water Act which notes the need to contrcl these
discharges to the maximum extent necessary to mitigate impacts on water
gquality.



General Storm Water Conditions

a.

Sample Type

Rationale: This stipulates the proper sampling methodology for
cgualifying rain events from regulated storm water cutfalls. Use of
this condition is a BPJ determination based on the EPA storm water
multi-sector general permit for industrial activities and is consistent
with that permit.

Recording of Results

Rationale: This sets forth the information which must be recorded and
reported for each storm event sampling (ie. date and duration event,
rainfall measurement, and duration between qualifying events). It also
requires the maintenance of daily rainfall logs which are to be
reported. This condition is carried over from the previous storm water
pollution prevention plan requirements contained in the EPA storm water
baseline industrial general permit. ‘

Sampling Waiver

Rationale: This condition allows the permittee to collect substitute

- samples of-qualifying storm events in the event of adverse climatic

conditions. Use of this condition is a BPJ determination based on the
EPA storm water multi-sector general permit for industrial activities
and is consistent with that permit.

Representative Discharge

Raticnale: This condition allows the permittee to submit the results
of sampling from one outfall as representative of other similar
outfzlls, provided the permittee can demonstrate that the outfalls are
gubstantially identical. Use of this condition is a BPJ determination
based on the EPA storm water multi-sector general permit for industrial
activities and is consistent with that permit.

Quarterly Visual Examination of Storm Water Quality

Rationale: This condition requifes that visual examinations of storm
water outfalls take place at a specified frequency and sets forth what
information needs to be checked and documented. These examinations
assist with the evaluation of the peollution preventicn plan by °
providing a simple, low cost means of assessing the quality of storm
water discharge with immediate feedback. Use of this condition is a
BPJ determination based on the EPA storm water multi-sector general
permit for industrial activities and is consistent with that permit.

Releases of Hazardous Substances or 0il in Excess of Reportable
Quantities

Rationale: This condition requires that the discharge of hazardous
substances or o0il from a facility be eliminated or minimized in
accordance with the facility's storm water pollution prevention plan.
If there is a discharge of a material in excess of a reportable
quantity, it establishes the reporting regquirements in accordance with
state laws and federal regulations. In additien, the polluticn
prevention plan for the facility must be reviewed and revised as
necessary to prevent a reoccurrence of the spill. Use of this
condition is a BPJ determination based on the EPA storm water multi-



sector general permit for industrial activities and is consistent with
that permit.

g. Allowable Non-Storm Water Discharges

Rationale: The listed allowable non-storm water discharges are the
same as those allowed by the EPA in their multi-sector general permit,
and are the same non-storm water discharges allowed under the virginia
General VPDES Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Industrial Activity, 9 VAC 25-151-10 et seq. Allowing the same non-
storm water discharges in VPDES individual permits provides consistency
with other storm water permits for industrial facilities. The non-
storm water discharges must meet the conditions in the permit.

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

Rationale: The Clean Water Act 4062(p) (2} (B) requires permits for storm
water discharges associated with industrial activity. VPDES permits for
storm water discharges must establish BAT/BCT requirements in accordance with’
402{p) (3} of the Act. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan is the
vehicle proposed by EPA in the final NPDES General Permits for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity (Federal Register Sept 9,
1992} to meet the requirements of the Act. Additiocnally, the VPDES Permit
Regulation, 9 VAC 25-31-220 K., and 40 CFR 122.44 (k) allow BMPs for the
control of toxic pollutants listed in Section 307 (a) (1), and hazardous
substances listed in Section 311 of the Clean Water Act where numeric limits
are infeasible cr BMPs are needed tc accomplish the purpose/intent of the
law.

Facility-specific Storm Water Management Conditions

Rationale: These conditions set forth additional site-specific storm water
pellution prevention plan requirements. Use of these conditions is a BRJ
determination based on the EPA storm water multi-sector general permit for
industrial activities and DEQ s general permit for storm water associated
with industrial activities and is consistent with those permits.



ATTACHMENT 8

TOXICS MONITORING/TOXICS REDUCTION/
WET LIMIT RATIONALE



MEMORANDUM
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TIDEWATER REGIONAL OFFICE

5636 Southern Boulevard Virginia Beach, VA 23462

SUBJECT: TMP language for Hercules, Inc. (VAD003433) Modification

TO: Deanna Austin
FROM: Mark Sauer

DATE:  October 1, 2009
COPIES: TRO File (PPP #257)

Hercules Inc. is located in Ceourtiand Virginia and operates a facility with numerous chemical processes,
including the manufacture of paper sizing agents and organic peroxides. The process of refining crude tall oil
into rosin acid and fatty acid products and the upgrade of fatty acids were discontinued in 2008.

Hercules has requested a modification to their permit due to the removal of the tall oil process, affecting the fatty
acid process. The removal of this process will decrease the flow at outfall 201 by approximately 60%. The
modification will also include the addition- of three stormwater outfalls as a result of facility and EPA inspections.
These storm water outfalls will be labeled 004, 005, and 006. Qutfall 006 was previously permitted as outfall
001 as a storm water ouffall and will be added back due to the EPA inspection. The added stormwater ouffalls
will discharge to Wills Gut to the Noettoway River. The permit will include chemical and visual monitoring for the
new storm water outfalls, but willfri‘ihclude toxicity screening at this time. The analytical data will be evaluated
at the next permit reissuance to detérmine if chemical or toxicity screening needs to be added to the permit.

Since the permit is currently being modified, it is a good time to address method changes for WET testing. In
early 2008 Hercules began to experience problems with toxicity tests exhibiting flat response curves. Per the
EPA WET Methods Manual, the facility began to perform side-by-side tests using UV treatment in the laboratory
to determine if the flat response curves were due to possible pathogen effects. The first two sets of side-by-
sides were collected on 3/3/08 and 3/31/08. Both side-by-sides showed evidence that the flat response curve
could be due to a pathogen effect. Because of this, a meeting was held with Hercules on 4/30/08 to discuss the
toxicity results. During this meeting it was decided that Hercules would run two more side-by-side samples
using UV treatment for species, P.p. and C.d. The UV treatment would be for 1.5 hours at 8 watts. Hercules has
performed three more side-by-side tests since the 4/30/08 meeting. The dates were 6/9/08, 7/7/08, and 8/4/08.
These three tests showed marked improvement for P.p. when UV treatment is used, again supporting the
possible pathogen effect cause for the flat response curves. Because of the possible pathogen effect, Hercules
will be allowed to use the alternative method of UV freatmment for the WET tests. The UV treatment will be
required to be for 1.5 hours at 8 watts in the laboratory if Hercules chooses to use the alternate method. The
permit language shall be written with the required specifications for UV treatment.

Hercules also requested the DEQ review and evaluate their request to add calcium chioride in the laboratory to
adjust hardness rather than adding CaCl on a continuous basis in the discharge stream. In October 2009 the
DEQ informed Hercules staff that this change could not be implemented for the following reasons: 1) A review of
past TRE information and toxics reports prepared and submitted by Hercules indicate that Hercules determined
during the TRE phase that low hardness water was largely the cause toxicity requiring the TRE and the WET
limits included in the permit; 2} EPA guidance documents on conducting WET tests oniy allow for the adjustment
of dilution water hardness to meet organism culture water, the documents do not provide for the adjustment of
effluent; 3} Hercules must continue to freat the discharge to meet the WET limits rather than adjust the WET
effluent sample so that the effluent samples used in the WET tests are representative of the effluent being



discharged. Due to these reasons, the adjustment of hardness must remain part of the treatment and discharge
process and not be done on the effluent sample in the laboratory. The permittee may use process control
sampling to run WET tests with varying hardness concentrations to determine if the test organisms will not
exhibit toxic effects at lower hardness concentrations than the concentration to which they are currently
adjusting the discharge. These process control samples shall be collected so that the discharge to outfall 002
maintains proper hardness and meets all permit limitations at all times, as is currently required in the permit.

One other item included in this modification is the addition of a reverse osmosis (RO) system to treat water for
industrial use for the permittee’s customer. DEQ guidance recommends a toxics monitoring program for RO
systems when the reject water is discharged to State waters. However, there are WET limitations in place for
acute and chronic toxicity on outfall 002 at this facility, so additional toxics monitoring for the RO system i3 not
necessary.

The following WET language is recommended for the reissuance of the Hercules, Inc. permit {VA0003433).

B. WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY {WET} LIMITATION MONITORING REQUIREMENTS FOR
OUTFALL 002 '

1. The Whole Effluent Toxicity limitations. in Part I.A. for outfall
‘ 002 are final limits. These limits are:

Acute: 1.0 TU, (LCe; = 100% effluent)
Chrecnic: 6.25 TU. (NCEC 2 16% effluent)
2. The permittee shall conduct gquarterly acute and chronic toxicity

tests using 24 hour, flow-proportioned composite samples of
final effluent from ocutfall 002 in accordance with the sampling
methodology in Part I.A. of this permit. The composite samples
for toxicity testing shall be taken at the same time as the
monitoring for the outfall in Part 1.A. of this permit. The -
acute and chronic tests shall be conducted for ocutfall 002
using:

48 Hour Static Acute Test using Ceriodaphnia dubia

Chronic 3-Brood Static Renewal Survival and Reproduction Test
using Ceriocdaphnia dubia

and

Chronic¢ 7-day Static Renewal Survival and Growth Test with
Pimephales promelas

3. The acute tests shall be performed with a minimum of 5
dilutions, derived geometrically, for the calculation of a valid
LCsy. Express the results as TU, (Acute Toxic Units) by dividing
100/ LCy, for reporting.

The chronic tests shall be conducted in such a manner and at
sufficient dilutions (minimum of five dilutions, derived
gecmetrically) to determine the “No Observed Effect
Concentration” (NOEC} for survival and growth. Results which



cannot be gquantified (i.e., a “less than” NOEC value) are not
acceptable, and a retest will have to be performed. Express the
test NOEC as TU. {Chronic Toxic Units), by dividing 100/NOEC for
reporting. Report the LC50 at 48 hours and the IC25 with the
NOEC" s in the test report.

Test procedures and reporting shall be in accordance with the
WET testing methods cited in 40 CFR 136.3.

Prior to use in the chronic toxicity test, effluent samples may
be UV-radiated by 8W for 1.5 hours per 3.4 liter sample. Any
changes to this UV treatment shall be submitted to DEQ for
approval pricor to implementation.

The permit may be modified or revcked and reissued to include
poliutant specific limits in lieu of a WET limit should it be
demonstrated that toxicity is due to specific parameters. The
pollutant specific limits must control the toxicity of the
effluent.

Two complete copies of the of the toxicity test reports shall

be submitted with the DMR. A complete report must contain a copy
of all laboratory benchsheets, certificates of analysis, and all
chains of custody.



ATTACHMENT 9

MATERIAL STORED



Hercules Incorporated
Franklin, VA
VPDES - Permit Renewal

Hazardous Chemicals Stored on Site in Excess of 10,000 pounds

Chernical Name as it appears on the MSDJCAS Number

25155-25-3

101-84-8

25067701-05-7

NA

NA

NA

:£]|056780-58-6

57-114

25053-09-2

RARIOIERUES 2582-37-3

YR B, o

Trade Name SARA SARA 313
311/312 Reportable
Reportable
Acetone 67-64-1 X
: Stearyl Chloride 68555-37-3 X
,@%ﬁg}ﬁﬂmoma Anhydrous 7664-41-7 X
SRR Aqueous Ammonia Hydroxide. 1336-21-6 X
] R g Caleium Chloride 010043-52-4 X
Calcrum H droxide Calcium Hydroxide - 001305-52-0 X
S RE] }lﬁhulel G : Conjugated Linoleic Acid 121250-47-3 X
] . s Fartt-Git BO0=26-4 X
Organic Peroxide NA X
| t-Butly Cumyl Peroxide 3457-61-2 X
i Liquid Organic Peroxide 3457-61-2 X
Dicumyl Peroxide 80-43-3 X
| Fuel Oil - No. 2 . 68476-34-6 X
Diisopropylbenzeng ) 25321-09-9 X
Dimethylbenzyl Alcohol 617-94-7 X
Fuel Qil, No. 6 - |68476-33-5 X
H Sotvent Naptha 64742-69-8 X
#z] Hydrochloric Acid 7647-01-0 X X
qLinoleic Acid : 60-33-3 X
Nitrogen 7727-37-9 X
Oleic Acid - [112-80-1 X
] : Phophorous Acid 13598-36-2 X
Phosphoml'is ~Tr|chlorrde: Phosphorous Trichloride 7719-12-2 X
Propane Propane 74-98-6 X
,’chhio"'d"ﬁ-wm Zi3| Propyiene Dichloride 78-87-5 x X
Saturates 65977-03-7 X
] e o e : %]497-19-8 X
GRS TR X
7664-93-9 X
e 3 LA A o S ) Rl 61790-12-3 X
‘Faﬂ'Oﬂ‘Fa‘tty‘ﬁti'd' B8002-26-4 X
TaH-Oi-Biatiiate-rastion 65997-03-7 X
7 P 8016-81-7 X
75-91-2 X
104-15-4 X
121-44-8 X X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
- X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X




ATTACHMENT 10

RECEIVING WATERS INFO./
TIER DETERMINATION/STORET DATA/
STREAM MODELING/303(d) LISTED SEGMENTS



MEMORANDTUM

Department of Environmental Quality
Tidewater Regional Office

5636 Southern Boulevard Virginia Beach, VA 23462

SUBJECT: VPDES application Requests

f}oﬁ@2ﬂ5: Stephen Cioccia, TRO

//agaexv( | [ina.k Sﬂhff __. TRO
DATE: E‘f’f”- 17 loe7
 COPIES: TRO File - facility # 257 , ppp

2n application has been received for the following facility:

’ —
I.'t'/:\*\"f"(-— f—""lb"l/t /ll"\

Topo Map Name: CeouT land / Fronklin  vyopEs #: LHeze 3433

Receiving Stream: (ﬂ/ ch:-, :Q f'r"f\ f’“/‘-’"i//i T B Mﬂrwa-y Lve

, 60X / \\ 03 /
Attached is a Topographic Map showing facility boundaries and
outfall location(s). ~

Hf"{c,i{/t"s 7. Cer

—

Attached is a STIORET Request Form 1f STORET data is requested.

We request the fcllowing :Lnformation from you:

o p&b‘é.u{_b e.v-zfla"--'l:‘o’“ - A2
1. _X_ Tier Determination. Tier:. ;L edts zwuwf
‘ Please include a basis for the tier determi a_tzio

Mol . Attachnee

2. reﬂur'f:c-QSTORET Data and STORET Station Location(s).
3. X Is this facility mentioned in a Management Plan-?
' \/ No Yes No, but will be included
- : ‘when the Plan is updated.
4. X _ Are limits contained in a Management Plan?
\/ No Yes (If Yes, Please include the bas:r.s
for the limits.)
5. X Doeg this discharge go to a 303(d} stream segment? N 2

‘Return Due Date: ﬂ/pﬁ /;(.Q:c_._.‘kei Date Returned: - q/;z’l /D"I

STORET Station: N / A4

STORET Statiomn:




e ——

- AR
T~ e Oufaf] O ( N\ g

-

Source: USGS Franklin, Virginia 7.5 Minute Topographic Quadrangle Map, REV 1586.
LISGS Courtland, Virginu 7.5 Minute Topographic Quadrangle Meap, REV 1986,
Scale : 724,000

-\ A
N, 2 "-""'-;syi;a?ﬁ@;ﬁ@"_’ AL
A . R R 20

d



that the wasteload allocations and permit requirements for both type waters are the same and
they are both grouped under tier 1 for implementation.

Tier 1 waters are defined as those waters wherein one or more standards are not being attained or
wherein the existing quality, under critical conditions, is equal to but does not exceed one or more
applicable criteria. Information that may be used to establish this tier includes:

« Data collected from the segment of stream being considered that demonstrate that one or more
standards are violated or are just barely being met (note exceptions above for fecal coliform
and temperature). This demonstration must be outside any mixing zZones.

» Data collected for an existing effluent that indicates the need for a more stringent limit than
' currently exists indicates that the standard is not currently being attained by thc effluent under

consideration. Thus the water would be tier 1.

e Default assumptions for ammonia that indicate the need for a more stringent limit than
currently exists indicates that the ammonia standard is not currently being attained by the
effluent under consideration; thus, the water is tier 1.

e An existing water quality based permit limit that was obtained through mathematical modeling
may indicate that the effluent under consideration allows the standard to be just barely met m-
the rccewmg waters for the parameter modeled, e.g. a predicted D.0. of 5.0.

Note: this does not apply to fecal coliform or to effluent limits adoptcd as sPemal standards
(e.g. Potomac Embayment Standards).

* Biological data that demonstrate in stream toxicrty.

» Judgement based on the presence of definitely identified sources of pollutants or
demonstrated use impairment. Such _]udgcmcnt must be justified and documented. An
example might be a-water supply reservoir-where it is- known that algicides are routinely

applied.

Tier 2 waters are defined as those waters wherein the existing quality 1s better than the standards
for all parameters that the Board bas adopted criteria for (except fecal coliform and temperature
for class V waters, see notes above).

If data or information is not available to make a determination, the stream is assumed to be tier 2.
Public water supplies and trout strearns are assumed to be tier 2 unless information is available
to mdicate otherwise.

Tier 3 waters are those waters so designated by the Board. These waters are listed in 9 VAC 25-
260-30.3.c. If waters are notlisted in 9 VAC 25-260-30.3.c, then they are not tier 3.

Once the approj:riate tier is assigned, the finding should be docurnented for fumre reference. The
method for doing this is not recommended since it will vary from region to region. The only
guidance is that they should be readily available to future permit writers.

8

ALz [ . A 7.7



COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Division of Water Permit Coordination =
625 E. Main Strest Richmond, VA 23240

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Guidance Memo No. 00-2011; Guidance on Preparing VPDES Permit Limits

TO: Regional Directors
FROM: Larry G. Lawson %%ﬂ,w
DATE:  August24,2000 - . ' ' :

COPIES: David Paylor, Martin Ferguson, Alan Pollock Jean Gregory, Regional Office Permit
Managers, Regional Office Water Permit Managers, Regmnal Office Compliance and
Enforcement Managers, OWPP staff

The purpose of this guidance is to replace/update Guidance Memo No. 93 - 015 "Guidance on
Preparing VPDES Permits Based on the Water Quality Standards for Toxics"

This guidance was last updated in 1993. Modifications to the water quality standards (WQS) make it
necessary to update the guidance. This guidance replaces all previous guidance on the sub;ects
: covered herein. Specifically it updates or Icplaccs the following guidance:

61-002 Use of WQS in the VPDES Permit Program o

91-011  Selection of Sample Types for VPDES Monitoring

91-016  Use of Existing WQSA Criteria for Silver and Phenol

92-012  Guidance on Use of WQS for Toxics in VPDES Permits

92-012a Modification of 92-012

930-15 Guidance on Preparing VPDES Permits Based on the Water Quality Standards for
Toxics

93-021  Antidegradation Implementatlon Guidance

94-008 Metals Monpitoring, Monitoring Special Condition TOMP Rev1s1ons & Di-2- Ethylhcxyl

Phthalate
95-012 pH Lm:uts in the VPDES Penmts for Coolmg Water Outfalls

Note to Users: This document is pr(mded as guidance and, as such, sets forth standard
operating procedures for the agency. However, It does not mandate any particular method nor
does it prohibit any particular method for the analysis of data, establishment of a wasteload
allocation, or establishment of a permit limit. If alternative proposals are made, such proposals
should be reviewed and accepted or denied based on their technical adequacy and compliance
with appropriate laws and regulations.

Dale Phillips is the contact person if you or your permit managers have any questions.
Voice: 804-698-4077
Fax:  804-698-4032
E-mnail: mdphillipsi@deg state.va.ns

Htta oémaz/t{_z -2




ATTACHMENT 11

TABLE III(a) AND TABLE III(b) -
CHANGE SHEETS



TABLE III(a)

VPDES PERMIT PROGRAM
Permit Processing Change Sheet

i. Effluent Limits and Mconitoring Schedule: {List any changes FROM PREVIOUS PERMIT and give a brief rationale for
the changes).
'OUTFALL | 'PARAMETER = MONITORING LIMITS CHANGED - | EFFLUENT LIMITS CHANG RATIONALE | DATE'&
~NUMBER " " CHANGED . ' FROM:. /i TO Sl U UFROM / TO - | INITIAL . .
002 Dissolved Not included / 1/Month Not included / 4.0 addition of RO @
Oxygen minimum system, limit
'
based on WQS and L/t3/a‘
guidance
201 BOD average 428 mg/l & 493.76 1b/d / Change in
157 mg/l & 176.65 1lb/d calculation of fed
-eff guideline
BOD Max 825 mg/l & 929.04 1lb/4 / limits based on {D/i‘fha
296 mg/l & 333.37 lb/d change in
operation and
classification
201 TSS average 172 mg/l & 193.95 1b/d / Change in
69 mg/l & 78.12 1b/a calculation of fed
: eff guideline
500 mg/l & 562.86 1ib/d / limits based on
TSS max 201 mg/l & 226.83 1b/d change in
operation and
. classification
o
202 All Parameters Not Included / 1/Month Not included / Limited New Outfall 1713/ cq
. ef 1
004, GO5, All Parameters '| Not Included / 1/Year Not included / Monitored Existing Storm
006 water cutfalls -

newly included in
the permit based

on inspections at
the facility.




'OTHER 'CHANGES FROM:

TE & o

I INITIAL

Added outfalls 202, 003, 004, 005, 006 as new outfalls

@ra/z.s/f

WET Special Conditicon

Added wording to address UV treatment of WET
samples to minimize effects of biological
pathogens

@>

(0/15/0}

Operations and Maintenance Manual

Added wording so that the Manual specifically
addresses solvent handling per EPA and addresses
the new RO system.

Added due date for updated O&M Manual

@\

(O/Z-J/C?i

Added new special condition — Use of chemical additives
in the RO system and notification to DEQ.

o

(0/?,3/0

=

Added outfalls 004, 005, 006 to Storm Water Conditions

SN




ATTACHMENT 12

NPDES INDUSTRIAL PERMIT RATING WORKSHEET
AND |
- EPA PERMIT CHECKLIST



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet :
____ Regular Addition

. * ___ Discretionary Addition
npoesno: [V A10,20 31,33, —Y"Score change, but no

status change
Facility Name: ___ Deletion

MER e nLiEs (Tive

ey O M T LANMD MAL

RecomvingWater: L0 0 TIT 0 wB Y ( REVIEIR | | | | | 1-'| IR |

ReachNumber: [__ | | | | 1 | ||| 1 1

Is this facility a steam electric power plant (SIC=4911) Is this permit for a municipal separate storm sewer
with one or more of the folfowing characteristics? ' serving a population greater than 100,0007

1. Power output 500. MW or greater {not using a cooling pond/flake)

2. Anuclear power plant ___ YES; score is 700 (stop here)

3. Cooling water discharge greater than 25% of the receiving stream's 7Q10 flow rate __ MO (continue)

_ YES: scoreis 600 (stop here) w0 (continue)

FACTOR 1: Toxic Pollutant Potential

pesSIGCode: |21 B 610 |  Primaysicote: 121 %) 611
omersiccodes: |21 5. 69 L 284N a0 1
Industrial Subcategory Code: |__|___|_ | {Code 000 if no subcategory)

Determine the Toxicity potential from Appendix A. Be sure to use the TOTAL toxicity potential column and check one

Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group Code 7 Points Toxicity Group Code Points
. No process 3 3 15 T 7 35
waste streams 0 0 ___ 4 4 20 ___ 8 8 40
1 ’ 1 5 __ 5. 5 25 __ 8 9 45
_ 2 2 10 WV 6. 6 30 10 10 50
Code Number Checked:  |_/| |£|
Total Points Factor 1: |ﬁ§_|i|

FACTOR 2: Flow/Stream Flow Volume (Complete Either Section A 6r Section B; check only one)

Section A--Wastewater Flow Only Considered . Section B--Wastewater and Stream Flow Considered
Wastewater Type Code Points Wastewater Type Percent of Instream Code Points
(See Instructions) (See Instructions) Wastewater Concen-
Typel: Flow <5 MGD _ 11 0 ‘ tration at Receiving
Flow 5 to 10 MGD _ 12 10 . Stream Low Flow
Flow > 10 to 50 MGD 13 20
Fiow > 50 MGD 14 30 Type I < 10% ___ M 0
Type l:  Flow < 1 MGD _ 21 10 >10% to<80% _ 42 10
Flow 1 to 5 MGD o 22 20 > 50% 43 20
Flow > 5 to 10 MGD _ 23 30 .
Flow > 10 MGD _ 24 50 Type II: <10% ___ 51" 0
Type lll: Flow < 1 MGD _ 31 0 > 10% 1o < 50% _/52 20
Flow 1 to 5§ MGD _ 32 10
Flow > 5 to 10 MGD _ 33 20 > 50% ___ 53 30
Flow > 10 MGD 34 30

Code Checked from Section A or B: |§_|7-_|
. Total Points Factor 2: |l|2_|

322

0



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet
NPDESNo: |/ F1 0010 34,33

FACTOR 3: Conventional Pollutants
(only when limited by the permit)

A. Oxygen Demanding Pollutant: {check one) _‘A)D ___CoD ____Other:
Code Points
Permit Limits: (checkone) __ <100 Ibs/day 1 0
_ w7100 to 1000 Ibs/day 2 5 ,
____ >1000 to 3000 Ibs/day 3 15
___ =>3000 Ibs/day 4 20
P Code Checked: |E_|
Points Scored: |£| 5
B. Total Suspended Solids {TSS}
’ Code Points
Permit Limits: {checkone) __ <100 lbs/day 1 0
v 100 to 1000 Ibs/day 2 5
__ >1000 to 5000 Ibs/day 3 15
___ >5000 Ibs/day 4 20

Code Checked: | &

Points Scored: ¢ 5 |
C. Nitrogen Pollutant: {check one} ___ Ammonia ___ Other:
Code Points
Permit Limits: {check one} ___ < 300ibs/day 1 0 _
___ 30010 1000 Ibs/day 2 5
__ >1000 to 3000 |bs/day 3 15
__ >3000 Ibs/day 4 20
N q . : . Code Checked: L
' ' Points Scored: | €| €
Total Points Factor 3:| L_ [Ql {0

FACTOR 4: Public Health Impact

Is there a public drinking water supply focated within 50 miles downstream of the effluent discharge (this includes any body of water to which
the receiving water is a tributary)? A public drinking water supply may include infiltration galleries, or other methods of conveyance that
ultimately get water from the above referenced supply.

___YES (if yes, check toxicity potential number below)
_wMNO (if no, go to Factor 5)

Determine the human health toxicity potential from Appendix A. Use the same SIC code and subcategory reference as in
Factor 1. (Be sure to use the human health toxicity group column -- check one below)

Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points

__ Noprocess __ 3 3 0 __ T 7 15
waste streams 0 0 4 4 0 ___ 8 8 20

1 1 0 ___ 5 5 5 9 9 25
2. 2 0 __ 6 6 10 - ) ___ 10 10 30

Code Number Checked: |___|_ |
Total Points Factor4:  |__| |



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet
NPDES No.: | V| .0 |016|31| '1| 3.3

FACTOR 5: Water Quality Factors

A. Is (or will) one or more of the effluent discharge limits based on water quality factors of the receiving stream (rather than technology-
based faderal effluent guidelines, or technology-based state effluent guidelines), or has a wasteload allocation been assigned to the

discharge?

Code Points
_ZYes 1 10
_ No 2 0

B. Is the receiving water in compliance with applicable water quality standards for pollutants that are water quality limited in the permit?

/ Code Points
Yes 1 4]

__ No 2 5
C: Does the effluent discharged from this facility exhibit the reasonable potential to violate water quality standards due to whole effluent
toxicity?
Code Points
_YYes 1 10
_ No 2 0
Code Number Checked: A [\ | Bl c ) .
Points Factors: A} | 0] + B @ + cp | @ = |Z O 1oTAL

FACTOR 6: Proximity to Near Coastal Waters

A. Base Score: -Enter flow code here (from Factor 3); I_S'_|£| Enter the multiplication factor that corresponds
to the flow code: | '_5 |Li

Check appropriate facility HPRI Code (from PCS):

HPRI# Code HPR! Score Flow Code  Multiplication Factor

1 1 20 11, 31, or 41 0.00
. 12, 32, or 42 0.05
2 2 0 13, 33, 0r 43 0.10
14 or 34 0.15
L_/3 3 30 : 21 or51 0.10
) 22 or 52 0.30
___ 4 4 4] . 23 or 53 0.60
24 1.00
__ 5 5 20
HPRI code checked: |3_t
Base Score; {HPRI Score) ___ 30 x {Multiplication Factor) __~ 30 = [0 {(TOTAL POINTS)
B. Additional Points--NEP Program C. Additional Points--Great Lakes Area of Concern
For a facility that has an HPRI code of 3, doas the facility for a facility that has an HPRI code of 5, does the
discharge to one of the estuaries enrolled in the National facility discharge any of the pollutants of concern intoc ohe
Estuary Protection {NEP) program (see instructions) or of the Great Lakes' 31 areas of concern (see instructions)
the Chesapeake Bay?
Code Points Code Points
l_/)(es 1 10 ___ Yes 1 10
No 2 0 ___No 2 0
Code Number Checked: Al i B 1_|| c |£ .
pointsFactore: All@ | + B L0 + cLO0] = | “° | TOTAL


file:///_/0_/

NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet
NpDESNO: [V A0 101 913 14 133

SCORE SUMMARY
Factor Description Total Points
1 Toxic Pollutant Potential 30
2 Flow/Stream flow Volume Z0
3 Conventional Pollutants VO
4. Public Health Impacts 2]
5 Water Quality Factors Zo
6 Proximity to Near Coastal Waters Zo
TOTAL {Factors 1-6) [¢0
s1. IS the total score equafl to or greatier than 807 _\4;9 (Facility is a major) _No

$2. If the answer to the above question is no, would you like this facility to be discretionary major?
__ No
___ Yes (add 500 points to the above score and provide reason below:

Reason:
NEW SCORE: ov

OLD SCORE: {¢0

| Mc.L 9&&€w

Permit Reviewear's Name

(757,58 _ e

Phone Number

Io/Bjoq

. ' Date

WABCHICOMMON\PERMITS\WATER\VPDESIB_PLATEIRATNGSHT.WP5 (2/21/95)



Revised 2/2003 . , '
State “Transmittal Checklist” to Assist in Targeting
Municipal and Industrial Individual NPDES Draft Permits for Review

Part I. State Draft Permit Submission Checklist

In accordance with the MOA established between the Commonwealth of Virginia and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency; Region lll, the Commonwealth submits the following draft National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for Agency review and concurrence.

Facility Name: . L((rCa.Lr; Imw,,oc.mﬁgaz
NPDES Permit Number: L Aoog 3433
Permit Writer Name: /\’Lc- e 9 AL Pr
~ Date: - {0/23/97
Major [v]/- Minor [ ] Industrial [-]” Municipal [ ]

LA. Draft Permit Package Submittal Includes:

=<

es No | N/A

1. Permit Application? e .
2. Complete Draft Permit (for renewal or first time permit — entire permit,
including boilerplate information)? v’
3. Copy of Public Notice? /:
4. Complete Fact Sheet? i
5. A Priority Pollutant Screening to determine parameters of concern? /
6. A Reasonable Potential analysis showing calculated WQBELs? /
7. Dissolved Oxygen calculations? /
8. Whole Effluent Toxicity Test summary and analysis? _ /
9. Permit Rating Sheet for new or modified industrial facilities? /

I.B. Permit/Facility Characteristics Yes No | N/A

1. Is this a new, or currently unpermitted facility? /

2. Are all permissible outfalls {including combined sewer overfiow points, non-
- process water and storm water) from the facility properly identified and
authorized in the permit?

3. Does the fact sheet or permit contain a description of the wastewater
treatment process? '

NN




I.B. Permit/Facility Characteristics - cont.

Yes

No

N/A

4, Does the review of PCS/DMR data for at least the last 3 years |nd|cate
significant non-compliance with the existing permit?

5. Has there been any change in streamflow characteristics since the last permit
‘ was developed?

NERN

6. Does the permit allow the discharge of new or increased loadings of any
pollutants?

7. Does the fact sheet or permit provide a description of the receiving water
body(s) to which the facility discharges, including information on low/critical
flow conditions and designated/existing uses?

8. Does the facility discharge to a 303(d) listed water?

'a. Has a TMDL been developed and approved by EPA for the impaired water?

'b. Does the record indicate that the TMDL development is on the State priority
list and will most likely be developed within the life of the permit?

c. Does the facility discharge a pollutant of concern identified in the TMDL or
303(d) listed water?

KOS

9. Have any limits been removed, or are any limits less stringent, than those in
the current permit?

N\

10. Does the permit authorize discharges of storm water?

11. Has the facility substantially enlarged or altered its operation or substantially
increased its flow or production?

12. Are there any pl’OdUCtIOFI -based, technology-based effluent limits in the
permit?

S NN

13. Do any water quality-based effluent limit calculations differ from the State's
standard policies or procedures?

14. Are any WQBELs based on an interpretation of narrative criteria?

15. Does the permit incorporate any variances or other exceptions to the State’s
standards or regulations?

16. Does the permit contain a compliance schedule for any limit or condition?

17. Is there a potential impact to endangeredfthreatened species or their habitat
by the facility’s discharge(s)?

NS AN NN

18. Have impacts from the discharge(s) at downstream potable water supplies
been evaluated?

19.Is there any indication that there is significant public interest in the permit
action proposed for this facility?

20. Have previous permit, application, and fact sheet been examined?

AN




Partll. NPDES Draft Permit Checklist

Region lll NPDES Permit Quality Review Checklist — For Non-Municipals
{To be completed and included in the record for all non-POTWS)

1I.A. Permit Cover Page/Administration

Yes

No

N/A

1.

Does the fact sheet or permit describe the physical location of the facility,
including latitude and longitude (not necessarily on permit cover page)?

Does the permit contain specific autheorization-to-discharge information (from
where to where, by whom)?

II.B. Effluent Limits - General Elements

No

N/A

Does the fact sheet describe the basis of final limits in the permit (e.g., thata .

comparison of technology and water quality-based limits was performed, and
the most stringent limit selected)?

Does the fact sheet discuss whether “antibacksliding” provisions were met for

any limits that are less stringent than those in the previous NPDES permit?

I.C. Technology-Based Effluent Limits (Effluent Guidelines & BPJ)

No

N/A

1.

Is the facility subject to a national effluent limitations guideline (ELG)?

a. If yes, does the record adequately document the categorization process,
including an evaluation of whether the facility is a new source or an existing
source?

b. If no, does the record indicate that a technology-based analysis based on
Best Professional Judgement (BPJ) was used for all pollutants of concern
discharged at treatable concentrations?

For all limits developed based on BPJ, does the record indicate that the limits
are consistent with the criteria established at 40 CFR 125.3(d)?

Does the fact sheet adequately document the calculations used to develop
both ELG and /or BPJ technology-based effluent limits?

For all limits that are based on production or flow, does the record indicate
that the calculations are based on a “reasonable measure of ACTUAL
production” for the facility (not design)?

Does the permit contain “tiered” limits that refiect projected increases in”
production or flow?

a. If yes, does the permit require the facility to notify the permitting authority
when alternate levels of production or flow are attained?

Are technology-based permit limits expressed in appropriate units of measure
(e.g., concentration, mass, SU)?




Il.C. Technology-Based Effluent Limits (Effluent Guidelines & BPJ} — cont.

Yes

No

N/A |

7.

Are all technology-based limits expressed in terms of both maximum daily,
weekly average, and/or monthly average limits?

N

Are any final limits less stringent than required by applicable effluent
limitations guidelines or BPJ?

II.D. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits

No

N/A

Does the permit include appropriate limitations consistent with 40 CFR
122.44(d) covering State narrative and numeric criteria for water quality?

Does the record indicate that any WQBELs were derived from a completed
and EPA approved TMDL?

Does the fact sheet provide effluent characteristics for each outfall?

Does the fact sheet document that a “reasonable potential’ evaluation was
perfarmed?

a. If yes, does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential” evaluation

was performed in accordance with the State's approved procedures?

b. Does the fact sheet describe the basis for allowing or dlsallowmg in-stream
dilution or a mixing zone?

c. Does the fact sheet present WLA calculation procedures for all pollutants
that were found to have “reasonable potential™?

SENSNENE

d. Does the fact sheet indicate that the “reasonable potential” and WLA
calculations accounted for contributions from upstream sources (i.e., do
calculations include ambient/background concentrations where data are
available)‘?

e. Does the permit contain numeric effluent limits for aII pollutants for which
““reasonable potential” was determined?

Are all final WQBELs in the permlt consistent with the justification and/or
documentation provided in the fact sheet?

K

For all final WQBELs, are BOTH long-term (e.g., average monthly) AND
short-term (e.g., maximum daily, weekly average, instantaneous) effluent
limits established?

Are WQBELs expressed in the permit using appropriate units of measure
(e.g., mass, concentration)?

Does the fact sheet indicate that an “antidegradation” review was performed
in accordance with the State's approved antidegradation policy?

v




II.E. Monitoring and. Reporting Requirements

No

Does the permit require at least annual monitoring for all limited parameters?

NE

N/A

a. If no, does the fact sheet indicate that the facility applied for and was
granted a monitoring waiver, AND, does the permit specifically incorporate
this waiver?

Does the permit identify the physical location where monitoring is to be
performed for each outfall?

Does the permit require testing for Whole Effluent Toxicity in accordance with
the State’s standard practices?

II.F. Special Conditions

No

N/A

Does the permit require development and impiementation of a Best
Management Practices (BMP) plan or site-specific BMPs?

a. If yes, does the permit adequately incorporate and require compliance with
the BMPs?

NNE NS

If the permit contains compliance schedule(s), are they consistent with
statutory and regulatory deadlines and requirements?

Are other special conditions (e.g., ambient sampling, mixing studies, TIE/TRE,
BMPs, special studies) consistent with CWA and NPDES regulations?

- ITI.G. 8tandard Conditions

No

N/A

1.

Does the permit contain all 40 CFR 122.41 standard conditions or the State
equivalent {or more stringent) conditions?

List of Standard Conditions — 40 CFR 122.41

Duty to comply ‘ Property rights Reporting Requirements
Duty to reapply Duty to provide information Planned change
Need to halt or reduce activity Inspections and entry Anticipated noncompliance
not a defense Monitoring and records Transfers
Duty to mitigate Signatory requirement Monitoring reports
Proper O & M Bypass Compliance schedules
Permit actions Upset 24-Hour reporting
Other non-compliance
2. Does the permit contain the additional standard condition (or the State

equivalent or more stringent conditions) for existing non-municipal dischargers

vd

regarding poliutant notification levels [40 CFR 122.42(a)]?



Part III. Signature Page

Based on a review of the data and other information submitted by the permit applicant, and the draft permit and
other administrative records generated by the Department/Division and/or made available to the
Department/Division, the information provided on this checklist is accurate and complete, to the best of my
knowledge.

Name M ' e g&ué’r

Title PP/MJ 7 Luﬁ,;\/-?f

Signature \,/, /(: ,{;,S'é‘

Date w0/23/ cq




ATTACHMENT 13

CHRONOLOGY SHEET



VPDES PERMIT PROGRAM

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

“APPLICATION RECEIVED |.

| :APPLICATION/ADD
"BACK: IN“RO.: ',

ADDITIONAL INFO
REQUESTED .

S EE BELOW FOR ALL DATES AND DESCRIPTIOCNS

Date DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENT [CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS] {Meetings, telephone calls, letters, memes,

’ hearings, etc. affecting permit from application to issuance)

March- Notification from Hercules and discussions with Hercules to address biological pathogens

April affecting test results (pathogen interference). The permittee will begin running side-by-side

2008 toxicity tests using UV radiation to show effects of pathogen interference is cause of observed
toxicity.

June 30, DEQ received a letter from Hercules dated June 27, 2008 that Tall C¢il production is ceasing at

2008 the plant. Tall 0Oil production ceased May 15, 2008. Hercules estimated that it would take four
months to clean and decommission the Tall 0il process eguipment. Permit needs to be modified to
address this change in production which will affect federal effluent guideline limitations. DEQ
will initiate a modification once the tall cil process equip is cleaned and there is no tall oil
process water contributing to outfall 201. At this time, the WET language will bhe revised to
include radiation treatment for WET samples.

August DEQ notifies BHercules that the procedure for UV-treated samples shall be 1.5 hours at 8 watts and

18, 2008 the permittee can return to guarterly =sampling using the UV treatment scheme outlined in the
email.

September Hercules ncotifies DEQ that Ashland, Inc. intends to acgquire Hercules and Hercules will become a

2008 wholly owned subsidiary of Ashland. The name or owner of the Franklin facility will not change
and this will not affect the permit modification.

October DEQ and Hercules staff work on determining proper flow for outfall 201 to use feor limit

2008 derivation for the modification. 135,000 gallons per day is decided to be used, as it was in the
previous permit.

October Hercules’ ccnsultant, GES, requests permissicn by letter on behalf of Hercules to discharge water

2, 2008 from the Wastewater Holing Lagoon and Sludge Pits through VFDES outfall 002, in conjunction with
and EPA-lead RCRA corrective action plan at the site.

October Mark Sauer writes a letter to GES, copy Hercules, acknowledging the need to discharge the

8, 2008 wastewater and informing the censultant that the discharge is not addressed in the VPDES permit
and the DEQ does not intend to wodify the permit to address this discharge. If the permittes
determines they need to discharge the water through the outfall, al limits must be met at the
outfall and this discharge is not part of the permitted discharge and would be done at the
owner’' s risk, .

October DEQ receives a letter from Hercules dated October 13, 2008 requesting additional items be

20, 2008 included in the permit modification in addition to the elimination of the Tall 0il contribution
to cutfall 201.

December Meeting held between Hercules and DEQ staff to discuss all items to be considered in the

17, 2008 modification. The additional items include adding the lagoon and sludge pit water instead of

discharging at their own risk, changing the Aquapel classification from subpart F to subpart C
based on a review of the documents, the feedstock for the Aquapel process and some revisions to
the process made a while back by Hercules, changing the WET language to include the UV radiation
language and consideration of discontinuing the use of calcium chloride to increase hardness in
the discharge, and addition of three storm water outfalls found during recent inspections.




Date DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENT [CHRONOQLOGY OF EVENTS] {Meetings, telephone -calls, letters, memos,
hearings, etc. affecting permit from application to issuance)

April 22, Email ccpy of Letter received from Hercules consultant, dated April 20, 2009, detailing the

2009 rationale and justification for changing the Aquapel process from subpart F to subpart C.
Portions of the development document attached to the letter. Hard copy was received April 29,
2009

June 15, Letter received from Hercules consultant dated June 12, 2009 requesting that the wastewater

‘2009 holding lagoon and sludge pit dewatering discharge be added to the permit medification and

presenting analytical data for the wastewater from the wastewater lagoon and sludge pit.

July 23, Letter from Ashland dated July 10, 2009 authorizing plant personnel to sign and certify reports
20089 applicaticns, ete for the VPDES permit.

Augqust Discussion with Hercules consultant - assuring that Hercules has not discharged any water from
20, 20cC9o the heolding lagoon and sludge pit yet, waiting for the permit mod te do so.

August Discussions with Hercules staff concerning all items the permit mod will address and informing
24, 2009 Hercules that we will include the dewatering as a new internal outfall 202.

September DEQ discussion with EPA region ITT permit staff and enforcement staff determining that EPA agrees
1, 2009 with DEQ proposal to treat dewatering of lagoon and pit as an internal ocutfall and all limits
mast be met at the internal outfall. EPA agrees with this approach.

Gctober DEQ (Sauer) discussion with Hercules staff (McCcnaghy) informing Hercules that based on DEQ
22, 2009 review of past TRE information and toxics reports, we will not be including any changes to the

"calcium chloride addition in the modified permit. This chemical addition must remain as is
because Hercules determined low hardness water was largely the cause of the tox1c1ty requiring
the TRE and WET limit.

During this conversaticn, Hercules alerted DE(Q that they would be submitting a revised Form 2C to
include the discharge of RO reject water to the modification. We informed Hercules staff that
the permit was nearly drafted and adding the new source would add about two weeks to the
development and processing time. Form 2C and cover letter will be coming soon, the draft permit
and fact sheet will be revised accerdingly.

October DEQ {Sauer} sent Hercules a courtesy copy of the draft permit by email for their initial review.
23, 2009 The official copy will be sent once the draft is revised to include the RO discharge. EPA will
also need to review the draft permit pricr to DEQ issuirg it.

October Revised application received, This will be the application complete date.

26, 2009

October Fact sheet and draft permit revised, finalized and ready for distribution for review.

26-29,

2009

October Sent to EFA

27, 2009

November Comments received from permittee

20, 2008

November Draft permit and fact sheet revised and letter sent to permittee describing the revisions made

25, 2002
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Sauer,Mark

From: Sauer,Mark

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2009 4.33 PM

To: '‘Smith.Mark@epamail.epa.gov'

Subject VAQ003433 Hercules Franklin Draft VPDES Permit for Review

Attachments: MHS-Hercules mod permit 2009 doc

Mark — Attached is the draft VPDES permit VA0003433 for review.

This is a permit modification that addresses a number of items. The items contained in this modification are listed
below.

The fact sheet for this modification is included in a separate email for size reasons. The fact sheet is included in a
separate email in two parts due to the size of the fact sheet.

The permit modification in 2009 consists of the following:

1. Recalculating federal guideline effluent limitations for outfall
201 based on the deletion of the tall oil process at the
facility. Limits are presented in Attachment 5; rationales and
calculations are presented in Attachment 6.

2. Reclassifying the Aquapel process from subcategory F to
subcategory C under 40 CFR 454 and recalculating effluent
guideline limits based on the reclassification. Limits are
presented in Attachment 5; rationales and calculations are

, presented in Attachment 6.

3. Adding a new internal outfall 202 to address the discharge of
wastewater holding lagoon and sludge pit dewatering under an EPA-
lead RCRA corrective action. Limits are presented in Attachment
5; rationales and calculations are presented in Attachment 6.

-4, Adding three new storm water outfalls and asscciated monitoring
based on inspections at the facility identifying the storm water
discharges.

5. Adding and revising Part I.D. storm water conditions to address
the new storm water outfalls.

6. Adding and revising language in the WET limit section to address
the effect of biological patheogens on the test organisms.

7. Adding wording to the O&M Manual Special Condition to require

the Manual to address proper procedures for solvent handling and
storage, per a request from EPA. Adding wording to the 0O&M Manual
Special Condition to address the new reverse csmosis system at
the facility.

8. Adding the discharge of reject water and occasional backwash
water from a reverse osmosis unit to the scurces contributing to
outfall 002. This discharge will enter the discharge ditch prior
to the sampling point for outfall 002 at a rate of approximately
65,000 gallons per day. Additional limitations for dissolved
oxygen at outfall 002 are included in the permit in accordance
with Agency guidance and water quality standards.

9. Adding a special condition to addresgs any chemicals that may be
used
in the reverse osmosis system. -

10/27/2009


mailto:Mark@epamail.epa.gov'
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‘There are no changes to effluent limitations or monitoring conditions for
outfalls 202 and 003 with this modification. There are nec changes to Part
C, Other Special Conditions, with this mcodification.

Mark Sauer

DEQ-TRO Water Permits Section
757-518-2105
mark.sauer@deq.virginia.gov

10/27/2009
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Sauer,Mark

From: Sauer,Mark 7

Sent:’ Tuesday, October 27, 2009 4:37 PM

To: 'Smith.Mark@epamail.epa.gov'

Subject: VAQ003433 Hercules Franklin Fact Sheet for review

Attachments: Hercules fact sheet Attach 1-6.pdf; Hercules fact sheet 7-14.pdf

Mark —

Attached is the fact sheet for VPDES permit VA0003433 for the Hercules modification. The fact sheet is attached
in two parts due to the size of the fact sheet. The draft permit was sent under separate email.

The permit modification in 2009 consists of the following:

1.

10/27/2009

Recalculating federal guideline effluent limitations for outfall
201 based on the deletion of the tall oil process at the
facility. Limits are presented in Attachment 5; rationales and
calculations are presented in Attachment 6. :
Reclassifying the Aquapel process from subcategory F to
subcategory C under 40 CFR 454 and recalculating effluent
guideline limits based on the reclassification. Limits are
presented in Attachment 5; rationales and calculations are
presented ‘in Attachment 6.

Adding a new internal outfall 202 to address the discharge of
wastewater holding lagoon and sludge pit dewateéring under an EPA-
lead RCRA: corrective action. Limits are presented in Attachment
5; rationales and calculations are presented in Attachment 6.
Adding three new storm water outfalls and associlated monitoring
based on inspections at the facility identifying the storm water
discharges.

Adding and revising Part I.D. storm water conditions to address
the new storm water Sutfalls.

Adding and revising language in the WET limit section to address
the effect of bioclogical pathogens on the test organisms.

Adding wording to the 0&M Manual Special Condition to require
the Manual to address proper procedures for solvent handling and
storage, per a request from EPA. Adding wording to the Q&M Manual
Special Condition to address the new reverse osmosis system at
the facility. .

Adding the discharge of re3€ct water and occasicnal backwash
water from a reverse osmosis unit to the sources contributing to
outfall 002. This discharge will enter the discharge ditch prior
to the sampling point for outfall 002 at & rate of approximately
65,000 gallons per day. Additional limitations for dissolwved
oxygen at outfall 002 are included in the permit in accordance
with Agency guidance and water quality standards.

Adding a special condition to address any chemicals that may be
used '

in the reverse osmosis system.


mailto:'Smith.Mark@epamail.epa.gov'
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There are no changes to effluent limitations or meonitoring conditions for
outfalls 902 and 003 with this modification. There are no changes to Part
¢, Other Special Conditions, with this modification.

Mark Sauer .

DEQ-TRO Water Permits Section
757-518-2105
mark.sauer@deq.virginia.gov

10/27/2009
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BHERCULES | — 27123 Shady BT

Courtland, VA 23837-2034

(757) 562-3121

www.herc.com
March 7, 2008

Certified Mail 7004 1350 0003 2436 2185
Return Receipt Requested

Department of Environmental Quality
Tidewater Regional Office

5636 Southermn Boulevard

Virginia Beach, VA 23462

ATTN: Ms. Deborah Kay - Compliance Auditor

RE: Hercules Incorporated - VPDES Permit #VA0003433

Dear Ms. Kay:

Attached you will find the Discharge Monitoring Report for February 2008. There were three
excursions from permit limits this month. '

The first excursion was for the facility failing the first quarter Chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity Test
for the Pimephales promelas 7-day Larval Survival and Growth Test. That test result is attached. A
root cause analysis was performed. There was no indication of any malfunction in any of the
facility processes that discharge through Qutfall 002. A discussion with our testing lab, Coastal
.Bicanalysts, Inc., indicated that an outside influence, a biological pathogen, may be the root cause
of this toxicity test failure. We have aiso asked an industry expert (R. Guinn) to review the test
data and he made the following comments:

"

“I-have reviewed your WET test data and it appears that the fathead minnow test may have
failed due to a pathogenic interference to the test that is not related to toxicity. This is a
phenomenon that we have dealt with for many years and | co-authored a paper on the
subject. The pathogen interference causes random mortality within the test which normally is
shown by large variability in the replicate survival for each effluent concentration. In the case
of your test this was not strongly evident, but the lack of a dose response which was seeri in
your test is another symptom. The dose response shouid show an increase in toxicity as you
increase the effluent concentration. In your test there is no significant difference in survival for
the 8, 16, 58, and 100% effluent concentrations, which would be expected if there were actual
toxicity involved. In addition, the biomass endpoint had an interrupted dose response. This
means that for the biomass data for this test there was no statistical difference between the
control and the 100% effluent concentration, but there were differences between the control
and 8, 16, and 58% effluent concentrations. Under the normal definition of the no observable
effect concentration (NOEC) the highest concentration with no adverse effect is the NOEC,
which in this case would be the 100% effluent concentration. However, with an interrupted
dose response EPA indicates that the dose response relationship should be evaluated and it
is open to interpretation by the lab and regulating authority. While [ could not find in the
report what dilution water was used in the test, | suspect it was lab water and this is why there
were significant differences in survival for those concentrations and the control and the lowest
effluent concentration. Basically you are testing your effluent, which appears to contain the
pathogen, against lab water which does not contain the pathogen, which often will make it
appear as though you have a dose response because the likelihood of fish being affected by
the pathogen increases with the percentage of effluent. Another very definitive symptom of
the pathogen interference and a lack of toxicity is to evaluate the chronic endpoint of minnow
growth. The growth endpoint is evaluated by dividing the total weight of each replicate by the

Complete Solutions for Pulp and Paper

HER. 30004FI
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Letter to Ms. Deborah Kay

March 7,2008

Hercules Incorporated — VPDES #0003433 .

number of surviving larvae to get a mean weight. Then the mean weights of all of the , (393
replicates are statistically compared in a similar manner as is done with the biomass endpoint
to see if toxicity has impacted the growth endpoint. In the case of your test | conducted this
statistical test and there were no significant differences between the control and any of the
effluent concentrations, thus no toxicity effects on growth. Prior to 1994 this was the way the
statistical compliance test for the chronic endpoint was performed. The biomass endpoint
that you have to report is impacted by survival which has been impacted by the pathogen

.interference causing mortality, it is not toxicity. The reason that this occurs is in how the
mean weight for biomass is calculated. It is calculated by dividing the total weight of larvae for
each replicate by the original number of larvae, not the number that survived. Therefore, any
mortality will decrease the calculated mean weight using the biomass endpoint.

While your test did meet all of the normal acceptability criteria it did demonstrate aspects of
an atypical test. A clear dose response was not shown in the survival data and there was an
interrupted dose response in the biomass data. According to EPA guidance these results
should be reviewed closely by the lab and regulatory authority. The statistical analysis that |
did for the growth endpoint showed no statistical differences, and in fact, the highest true
mean weights were in the 100% effluent concentration. These all strongly suggest the
pathogen interference and not toxicity. This should be recognized by the lab conducting the
test and discussed with the regulatory agency. " ‘

The facifity has scheduled a new Toxicity test for the week of March 3, 2008. Results for that test
will be attached to the March DMR. Additionally, the facility is setting up a series of side by side
toxicity testing to validate the biological pathogen presence.

The second and third excursions involved exceedances of the allowable maximum loading limit
and of the monthly average loading limit of Total Suspended Solids (TSS) for Qutfall 201. On
February 27, 2008, the TSS at Outfall 201 measured 757 [bs/day which exceeded the permit limit
maximum of 563 Ibs/day. This also resulted in a monthly average TSS of 232 ibs/day which
exceeded the permit limit maximum of 194 Ibs/day. Investigation has indicated no malfunctions in
the systems that discharge through Ouffall 201. Visual observation of the Outfall 201 box where
the sample is obtained showed large amounts of organic material in the waste water at the time of
sample refrieval. This is attributed to the algal material present on the walls of the box being
released into the waste water due to a natural phenomenon (not previously seen) or the action of
a third party. The retain of this sample was sent to Universal Laboratories for analysis of solids as
well as an identification of the large, fluffy visible solids present in the sample container. The lab
was unable to definitively identify algae due to the solids not being viable (alive), however they did
appear to be microbioiogical. The lab did estimate that >= 96% of the total solids in the sample
were the chunky/fluffy solids in the sample. A copy of the Universal Laboratories findings is
attached. Based on the internal plant data (115 mg/l at the final clarifier and no deviations from the
Aquapel neutralization system) and the visual indications of 201 box contamination at the time of
sample retrieval, Hercules believes that this sample should be invalidated as not representative of
the facilities’ discharge.
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April 7, 2008

Certified Mail 7005 1160 0002 9784 7311
Return Receipt Reguested

Department of Environmental Quality
Tidewater Regional Office

5636 Southern Boulevard

Virginia Beach, VA 23462

ATTN: Ms. Deborah Kay - Compliance Auditor

RE: Hercules Incorporated - VPDES Permit #VA0003433

Dear Ms. Kay:

Attached you will find the Discharge Monitoring Report for Mérch 2008. There were no excursions
from permit limits this month, ‘

The Chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity Test for the Pimephales promelas 7-day Larval Survival and
Growth Test was repeated as required due to the test failure reported in the February 2008 DMR.
This test was performed with a parallel test using UV radiated samples to establish the presence
of a biological pathogen. As can be seen from the attached letter and test results from Pete
DelLisle from Coastal Bioanalytical, this test was successful in establishing the presence of a
biological pathogen that has interfered in this test as well as the failures reported in the February
2008 DMR and the August 2007 DMR. Based on the presence of a pathogen, none of these
three tests should be used for compliance purposes.

In light of the results reported by Mr. Delisle and the conversation with Mr. Mark Sauer of DEQ on
April 26, 2008, Hercules is requesting that a meeting be arranged between Hercules and DEQ to
discuss alternate test procedures for Hercules Whole Effluent Toxicity testing.

Per the request from your office, a duplicate set of copies of this report marked *EPA” is enclqsed.

If there are any questions or concerns regarding this submittal, please contact me at
{757) 562-3121 ext. 176. :

Farely,
' Roy R Hart

SHE Manager

Complete Solutlons for Pulp and Paper.

HER. 30004F}
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March 28, 2008

Roy Hart APR 2008
Hercules — Franklin’ | RECEIVEL
27123 Shadybrook Trail o mnuewmea

Courtland, VA 23837

Re: Pathogen interference in fathead minnow tests

Dear Roy,

As we have been discussing over the last few weeks, the cause of the apparent toxicity in chronic fathead
minnow tests conducted on effluent from cutfall 002 appears to he due to the presence of an indigenous
fish pathogen. Specifically, the tests conducted with samples collected 8/21/07-8/24/07 and 2/5/08-2/8/08
that exhibited TUc values of 25 or greater (NOEC < 4%) and did not meet the permit limit of 16% should
be considered false positives. Also, in reviewing tests performed over the last couple of years it appears
that several tests that exhibited some toxicity but met the permit limit may also have been affected by fish
pathogens {e.g. September 2007, August 2006, June 2005)

Toxicity due to the presence of indigenous pathogens was confirmed in side-by-side tests conducted this
month. The differences in results between the fathead minnow tests conducted with UV-treated and
untreated effluent were drastic: the NOEC for untreated sample was <4% while the NOEC for UV-treated
sample was 100%. In the untreated test mortality began around test day 3 to 4. The pattern was erratic
and unrelated to effluent concentration. Variability within treatments was high. While biomass {fish dry
weightfinitial number animals) was affected at all concentrations, net growth (fish dry weight/number -

- survivors) was not, .All of these symptoms are suggestive of pathogen interference and removal of .
symptoms by treatment with UV confirms this o be the case.

While there was still some spotty mortality in the UV-treated test this may be due to incomplete eradication
of the pathogen by UV. The amount of irradiation necessary for effective kill depends greatly on sample
turbidity and the type/species of causative arganism. For example, while bacteria such as E. coff

* {although not a fish pathogen) require only 6600 nWs/cm? for effective kill, molds such as Aspergifius
niger require 330000 pWs/cm? for elimination. A wide variety of organisms, such as fungn filamentous
algae, bacteria and viruses, can potentially act as fish pathogens.

Pathogens are considered a test interference by EPA and they recommend appropriate changes in test
procedures if the presence of pathogens can be confirmed. Future compliance testing using fathead
minnows should use UV-irradiated samples to avoid further false positive results. Because Ceriodaphnia
appear to be unaffected, tests with this species should use non-irradiated samples. | recommend that the
DEQ be petitioned to allow this test modification.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me. If you prefer | can be contacted via email
at pfd@coastalbio.com.

TR

eter F. De Lisle, Ph.D.
President

6400 Enterprise Cowrt, Gloucester, VA 23061
Phone 804-694-8285 Foaxr 804-695-1129 www.oow.;touﬂﬁo—.com


mailto:atpfd@coastalbio.com
http://www.cox%5etcdbio-.com/

Certified Mail — 7004 1350 0003 2436 1706
Return Receipt Requested

- Hercules Incorporated
NHERCULES 27123 Shady Brook Trail
Courtland, VA 23837-2034
PAPER TECHNOLOGIES AND VENTURES Tel: (757) 562-3121

www. herc.com

June 27, 2008

Ms. Deanna Austin

Department of Environmental Quality
Tidewater Regional Office

5636 Southern Boulevard

Virginia Beach, VA 23462

Re: VPDES Permit VA 0003433

Dear Ms. Austin:

This letter is to inform you of Eastman’s decision to cease Eastman Tall Oil operations at
the Hercules — Franklin site. The Eastman Pamolyn operations will continue at Franklin. The Tall
Oil process was a significant portion of the on-site wastewater treatment facilities operated by
Hercules under VPDES permit VA 0003433 and will need to be removed from the permit.

Tall Oil production was ceased on May 15, 2008. Eastman is currently cleaning and
decommissioning the Tall Oil process equipment. It is estimated that this effort will take another
four months through the end of October.

As discussed with Mr. Mark Sauer of your office, this letter is being sent at the time that
Hercules and Eastman had a better estimate of the time necessary to decommission the Tall Qil
process.

Hercules looks forward to working with the department to modify and revise the
wastewater discharge permit. If you should have any questions regarding this submittal, please
contact me at (757) 562-3121 x155 or Mr. Roy Hart at (757) 562-3121 x1786.

Regards,

A B o~
" Andrew B. Chapman

Plant Manager .
Hercules Incorporated

cc: R. Hart - Hercules

V2
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Sauef,Mark

From: Austin,Deanna

Sent: Mor_lday, August 18, 2008 11:11 AM
To: ‘cmoniz@herc.com’

Cc: Sauer,Mark

Subject: Toxicity Sampling Updates

Hi Chris,

In response to our phone conversation this AM, you are able to go back to quarterly toxicity monitoring
starting with the 41" Quarter 2008. Toxicity monitoring shall be done using the UV treatment for 1.5
hours at 8 watts unless something else is agreed upon. Itis up to you if you want to continue with
untreated and UV treated samples but with the permit modification that is currently in process, the
permit will only require UV treated since it will be our agreed upon method. You may report the UV

treated sample results on the DMR with a note in the comment section about the treatment process
until the permit is modified. '

Also, as part of your permit medification, we will be adding the outfalls that the EPA-has requested to
be in the permit. You will need to send us information about each outfall that needs to be added. This
may be done by email to Mark Sauer, as he is your permit writer. If you have any questions about the
information he needs, piease feel free to email or call him at 518-2105.

Deanna Austin
DEQ-TRQ Water Permits
8636 Southern Bivd
Virginia Beach, VA 23462
Phone: 757-518-2008
Fax: 757-518-2009

10/3/2008
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Agualon Division
1111 Hercules Road
September 15, 2008 ' Hopewell, VA 23860
. (804} 541-4300
Fax: (804) 541-4492
www.herc.com

EHERCULES 7 ‘ ' Hercules !qt;_orporated

Certified Mail/Return Receipt Reguested

Mr. Richard Weeks

Chief Deputy

Commonwealth of Virginia
Department of Environmental Qualzty
629 East Main Street

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Weeks:

RE: Notification of Stock Purchase of Hercules incorporated by Ashland, Inc.

Ashland, Inc. has announced its intention to acquire Hercules Incorporated (“Hercules”) and
thereafter operate Hercules as a wholly owned subsidiary of Ashland. The transaction is expected to
close by the end of 2008. After closing, Hercules will remain the owner and operator of all of its assets
businesses, facilities. plants and subsidiaries. Although the board of directors and corporate officers of
Hercules will change, the heads of Hercules’ major businesses (i.e. Aqualon and Paper Technologies &
Ventures) are expected to remain the same.

Hercules Incorporated owns and operates two facilities in the Commonwealth of Virginia. These
facilities are located at 27123 Shady Brook Trail, Courtland, Virginia, 23837 {Franklin Plant} and 1111
Hercules Road, Hopewell, Virginia, 23860 (Hopewell Plant). The names of these facilities will not change
after the transaction takes place and, as previously mentioned, Hercules will remain the owner and
operator of these facilities in the future.

It is our understanding that based on the structure of this transaction, there are no actions that we
must take (e.g. notifications, document/permit transfers, etc.) with the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality. If this is not correct, please inform us immediately so that we may take the
required actions. Meanwhile, thank you for your understanding and cooperation. Please contact Andrew
C. Lucas at {804) 541-4399 should you have any questions or comments regarding this notification.

Respectfully,
U s
es J. Andrew B. Chapman
Plant Manager Plant Manager
Hopewell Plant Franklin Plant

JUR/ABC:Ibr
LettertocDEQRegardingAshland

C: Kyle |. Winter — Regional Deputy Director — DEQ-PRQ
¥ivaria:R.-NoldiRegional Deputy. Dirédtor SDEQ:TRO:
Gay M. Trovei - Hercules Incorporated
Richmond L. Williams - Hercules Incorporated
Stephen G. Spence - Hercules Incorporated

Agasalam
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Sauer,Mark

From: CMoniz@Herc.com ' _
Sent: Friday, October 03, 2008 3:01 PM
To: SauerMark '
Subject: Re: Qutfall 201

Mark,

Qutfall 201 has 4 inputs to it per our application/renewal packages. From Form 2¢ of the October 2006 VPDES
Renewal package, | see 135,000gpd as the discharge rate for the neutralized waste water going out outfall 201
from our Aquapel system. | would not see that changing. What may change is the discharge from the activated
sludge system which treats, in pari, the discharge from the CTO distillation process which is now shut down. From
the renewal, | see that flow from the CTO distillation process at 54,000gpd. | do not have an estimate for that yet

but will try to get it to you by the end of next week with the other information you requested.
Chris

Christopher J. Moniz
Safety/Environmental Engineer - Franklin
Office - 757-562-3121 ext 112

HITS- 562-3112

Fax - 757-562-5660

"Sauer,Mark™ <mhsauer@deq.virginia.gov> To . CMoniz@Herc.com>

cc

10/03/2008 02:35 PM Subject Outfall 201

Chris -

Qutfall 201 in the VPDES permit is the outfall from the treatment plant. The last application indicated the average
flow from 201 was 135,000 gallons per day. With the Tall Oil process no longer going to the treatment plant, how
does this affect the flow from outfall 2017 Do you have a revised average flow from 201, or do | still consider it to
be 135,000 g/day?

Thanks.
Mark Sauer
DEQ-TRO Water Permits Section

. 757-518-2105
mhsauer@deq.virginia.gov

10/16/2009


mailto:CMoniz@Herc.com
mailto:mhsauer@deq.Virginia.gov
mailto:CMoniz@Herc.com
mailto:mhsauer@deq.virginia.gov

Groundwater
®_ % Environmental Services, Inc.

23 South 13th Street * Suite 201 + Richmonrd, Virginia 23218 » (804) 343-0700 * Fax (804) 343-0770

October 2, 2008

Mr. Mark Sauer .

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
5636 Southern Boulevard

Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462

Re: Wastewater Lagoon and Sludge Pit Water Discharge Request
Hercules Incorporated, Franklin, Virginia
VA0003433

Dear Mr. Sauer,

On behalf of Hercules, Groundwater & Environmental Services, Inc (GES) is requesting permission to
discharge the Wastewater Holding Lagoon and Waste Pit water through VPDES Outfall 002. As we
discussed over the phone, Hercules is in the process of collecting bids to remediate the West Area under
our Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Lead Agreement with Region 3 of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). All work in the West Area is approved by EPA Region 3.
Further imformation concerning our request is presented in this letter.

The following Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) are included in the RCRA Corrective Action
process, are Tocated in the West Area and are intended for remediation starting in November 2008:

- 'SWMU 14 - Holding Lagoon (Lagoon); and
- SWMUs 20, 21, 22, and SWMU 44 Area 4 ~ Sludge Pis.

The objective of the remedial activities is to remove the source material for offsite disposal. The
Lagoon is an unlined lagoon that formerly received wastewater prior to treatment and discharge through
the Virginia Pollution Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) permit. The Lagoon was active until
2003 when it was removed from service. There is approximately 1.5 million gatlons of water in the
Lagoon which will have to be removed prior to stabilization and off-site disposal of the shudge. Current
analytical results of the quality of water in the Lagoon are included as Table 1. This request is for
disposal of only the water in the Lagoon.

The Sludge Pits are unlined pits that were used for the disposal of wastewater sludge that was generated
in the wastewater trcatment plant. During excavation and stabilization of this material, water is
expected to collect in the excavation. We have collected a sample of this water and are awaiting
analytical results. We will forward the analytical results once we have received them,

The water in the Lagoon, meets the current discharge limits at Outfall 002 for pH, total phosphorus,
chromium, and copper. The water also meets the BOD and TSS discharge limits of Qutfall 201. The
analytical results for the three samples collected is presented in Table 1. Hercules is requesting
permission to discharge the Lagoon water by the following methods:

- Discharge to the existing wastewater treatment plant; and/or
- Discharge directly to the Outfall 002 canal upstream of the monitoring point.

Environmental Solutions and Liability Management




Mr. Mark Saur
QOctober 2, 2008
Page 2 of 2

Once the analytical has been received, the same discharge options are requested for the waste from the

Waste Pits..

We appreciate your consideration for allowing this water in the Outfall 002 discharge. Please let me
know if you have any questions and we look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

i;_% W bt fe

Catherine C. Warner, P.E,, D.E.E,
Regional Manager

Cc:  Andy Chapman — Hercules
Barbara Smith — EPA Region 3




West Area Lagoon Water Analytical Data

September 2008
Hercules Incorporated
Franklin, Virginia
le ID LAG-1 LAG-2 LAG-3
ple Collection Date 9/9/2008 992008 91972008
ix IX Volatile ic Com e i
A cetone 190 140 21
A cetonitrile 4 -
(A crolein 2
A crylonitrile 231 { :
iBenzene 1.3 L7 0.68 J
IB F - T 1 7
i i i
| 18] |
19 0 21
1417 0.64 J 143
1
0.6J 1
| 057
1
51 4.7 5.1
22171 353 297
0.81J
3.0 4.5 22
51 4.1 4.7
(Ten Identified Com (ug/L) S w
[Total Unknown Compounds | 2168 TJN | 3657 TIN | 1838 TIN

Appendix IX Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/L)

Acenaphther
Acenaphthylene
Acetophenone

GES - September 2008
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West Area Lagoon Water Analytical Data
September 2008

Hercules Incorporated

Franklin, Virginia

LAG-1

LAG-2 LAG3

Eﬁem
ple Collection Daie

9/5/2008

/072008 01008 |

ds (ug/L), cont.

L2 Dichioro

Il’a_.-\--- Y

1.4-Dichlorobenzene

[3.3"-Dhchlorobenzidine

2.4-Dichlorophenol

[2.6-Dichlorophenol

[Diethyl phthal.

I3 thyl ino azob

7,12-Dimethy thenz{a)anth

13.3"-Dimethylbenzidi

bipha.alpha-Dimethyl ph

4-Dimethylphenol

Dimethy] phthalate

obenzene

4,6-Dinitro-2-methyiphenol

2. 4-Dinitrotoluene

2,6-Dinitrotoluene

Dinoseb

Di-p-octyl phthalate

1,4-Dioxane

18J

Disulfoton

[Ethy] methanesulfonate

amphur

[Fluoranthene
[Fluorene

exachlorobenzene

{Hexachlorobutadiene

[Hexachlorocyclopentadiene

exachloroethane

(Hexachlorophene

|Hexachloropropen

lIndeno[!,2.3-cd]pyrene

|Isosafrole

[Methapyrilen

-Methylcholanthren

IMethy] methanesulfonate

-MethyInaphthalene

IMethyl parathion

S| [

GES - September 2008
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West Area Lagoon Water Analytical Data

September 2008
Hercules Incorporated
Franklin, Virginia
LAG-1 LAG-2 LAG-3
le Collection Dat Collecuon Date 2008 97972008 952008
dhl‘x Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/L), cont.
r 3
E’m :
L
1 Phenols, Total 97 150 97
(Tentatively Identified Conponds (5&}_ = =
[Total Unknown Compounds [ 2seTIN 1 300108 | 308N
Appendix IX Metals (ug/L) -+
il 680 570 710
1038 70JB 3338
23] 18 J 21J
T L FER]
1,200 1200 1,200
1J 99 J 33J
Tl 5.1 191
851 11 10
643 547 673
2 127 197
rocarbons (mg/L)
Diesel Range Organics [C10-C28] T 160 T 120 = T
- Range Organics (GRO)-C6-C10 | 0.073 | 0.089 | 0.082
Bs (ug/L)
B-1016 159 05T o
1221 ot . —
1232
CB-1242
1248
B-1254 5.9 il
1260 4] E o7 |
ioxins/Furans (It_ﬂ'}
,3,7,8-TCDD ST
otal TCDD R )
|[Total PeCDD D
otal HxCDD
otal TCDF
otal PeCDF
otal HxCDF
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West Area Lagoon Water Analytical Data

September 2008
Hercules Incorporated
Franklin, Virginia
ample ID LAG-1 LAG-2 LAG-3
ample Cellection Date 9/9/2008 9/9/2008 9/9/2008
ther Parameters (mg/L)
ESS 110 74 120
b 1500 1400 1500
D 270 280 150
0.52 0.59 0.49
ics, Total Recoverable 0.44 0.7 0.39
10 11 10
717 H 7H 6.83 H
>140 =140 >140

ug/L = micrograms per liter

mg/L = milligrams per liter

ng/L = nanograms per liter

mefkg = milligrams per kilogram

U = Indicates the analyte was analyzed for but not detected
J = Result is less than the reporting limit but greater than or equal 1o the MDL and the concentration

is an approximate value
B = Compound was found in the blank and sample
T=Resultisa ively identified compound and an esti d

N = This flag indicates the presumptive evidence of a compound

value

H = Sample was prepped or analyzed beyend the specified holding time

ND = Not Detected
SU = Standard Units
F = Fahrenheit

GES - September 2008

Page 4 of 4
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Sauer,Mark

From: Catherine Warner [CWarner@gesonline.com}
Sent: Monday, October 06, 2008 4:57 PM

To: Sauer,Mark .
Cc: AChapman@herc.com; Joseph Keller; Erin Wright
Subject: RE: Request for Discharge

Mark,

There is about 1.5 million gallons of water estimated to be in the Lagoon. There will also be stormwater added if
any significant events occur in the near future.

While | am not sure of the pumps that the contractor will be using, if we empty the Lagoon at 50 gpm it would take
about 20 days to empty the water from the Lagoon. Any additional rainwater would be extra time. We would like
to start as soon as possible. )

We appreciate you help in this matter and lock forward to receiving the discharge limits.

Cathy

From: Sauer,Mark [mailto:mhsauer@deq.virginia.gov]
Sent: Friday, Octcber 03, 2008 7:54 AM

To: Catherine Warner

Subject: RE: Request for Discharge

Cathy —

1 have very briefly looked at your request. | have not really looked at the analytical results yet. On my initial
review, | have one question, and one comment. The question is, when would the discharge start and how long
would you anticipate the duration of the discharge to be? The initial comment | have is that any discharge
through 002 will need to meet ALL permit limitations for outfalls 201 and 002, including WET limits, and we would
require sampling in accordance with the permit. The discharge(s) also must meet all instream water quality
standards. | will be reviewing the analytical data you sent with the request and will be comparing that against our
standards to identify any parameters that may be a concern. It may be that some kind of on-site treatment be
necessary before discharging in order to meet all applicable standards. I'f know more about that once | look
carefully at all the data. I'll be working on this today and early next week and should have some information for
you by the middle of next week. Thank you.

/

From: Catherine Warner [mailto:CWarner@gesonline.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 02,-2008 4:26 PM
To: Sauer,Mark

Cc: Barbara Smith; Joseph Keller; AChapman@herc.com; BHoughl@Herc.com; Meeks, Edward D.
Subject: Request for Discharge '

Mark,

Per our conversation on Monday, attached is a formal request to discharge the Lagoon water from the
Hercules Facility in Franklin, Virginia through Outfall 002. | have also attached a summary of the
analytical results for the Lagoon water. | can provide the laboratory certificates if you are interested.

Your help in this matter is appreciated.

Cathy

10/7/2008
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West Area Lagoon Water Analytical Data

September 2008
Hercules Incorporated
Franklin, Virginia
ID LAG-1 LAG-2 LAG-3
wple Collection Date 992008 992008 9/972008
iAppendix IX Volatile Organic Compounds {ug/l.)
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West Area Lagoon Water Analytical Data
September 2008

Hercules Incorporated

Franklin, Virginia

| 3 Dichlorobenzidine
ADichlorophenol
Enchlorophencl

= el
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Sauer,Mark

From: Sauer,Mark

Sent:  Friday, October 03, 2008 8:03 AM
To: ‘Catherine Warner'

Subject: RE: Request for Discharge

Cathy -

One other item to note; | am currently working on a modification of the Hercules permit, which will include
recalculating the BOD and TSS technology limits for outfall 201 based on reduced production with the deletion of
tall oil product. This will significantly lower the BOD and TSS limits at 201, on the order of reducing the limits by
just over 50%; the discharges from the waste lagoons will have to meet these revised limits.

From: Catherine Warner [mailto: CWarner@gesonline.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2008 4:26 PM

To: Sauer,Mark :

Cc: Barbara Smith; Joseph Keller; AChapman@herc.com; BHoughl@Herc.com; Meeks, Edward D.
Subject: Request for Discharge

Mark,

Per our conversation on Monday, attached is a formal request to discharge the Lagoon water from the
Hercules Facility in Franklin, Virginia through Outfall 002. I have also attached a summary of the
analytical results for the Lagoon water. | can provide the laboratory certificates if you are interested.

Your help in this matter is appreciated.

Cathy
PLEASE NOTE MY NEW PHONE NUMBER AND EXTENSION

Catherine C. Warner, P.E., D.D.E.
Groundwater & Environmental Services, Inc
23 South 13th Street

Richmond, Virginia 23219

866-222-7786 ext. 3770
cwarneri@gesonfine.com

Confidentiality Notice: This transmission (including any attachments) may contain confidential
information belonging to Groundwater & Environmental Services, Inc. and is intended only for
the use of the party or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, retention or the taking of action in
reliance on the contents of this transmission is strictly prohibited. [f you have received this
transmission in error, please immediately notify the sender and erase all information and
attachments. Thank You.

10/3/2008


mailto:CWarner@gesonline.com
mailto:AChapman@herc.com
mailto:BHoughl@Herc.com

Region 3 GPRA Baseline RCRA Corrective Action Facility

Hercules Incorporated

27123 Shady Brook Trail
Courtland, VA 23837-2034
Congressional District 4
EPA ID #: VAD003122165
Last Updated: 06/19/2008

Current Progress at the Site '

On October 28, 1999, Hercules entered into an EPA Region IIT Facility-Lead Agreement
(Agreement) under RCRA, and agreed to conduct environmental investigations at the facility
and perform remediation, to meet the RCRA Corrective Action Goals. This facility is an EPA
High Priority RCRA Corrective Action site.

Hercules completed most of the site characterization as well as remediation of several solid
waste management units. The first phase of site characterization and limited remediation is
documented in a Release Assessment (ERM; March 1999) and the second phase of site
characterization is documented in a Release Assessment Addendumn (GES; January 2002). The
Facility submitted its annual reports as required under the October 1999 Agreement and
provided a schedule of additional work. Groundwater remediation in the Vulcup area is on-
going. An investigation into possible sources of groundwater contamination beneath the Vulcup
area was submitted and approved by EPA in June 2007 and source investigation work 1s almost
finished.

EPA approved the March 2003 Quality Assurance Project Plan for future site investigations.
EPA also approved sampling plans for four additional focused investigations. Hercules made -
progress in assessing site contamination, as documented in the Release Assessment and -
Addendum. Hercules completed groundwater sampling of private wells located around the
facility and found no site-related compounds. Hercules met the environmental indicator for
human health exposures under control in September 2004. In 2008, EPA and Hercules will
evaluate the site characterization data to determine if Groundwater Releases at the facility are
controlled. The groundwater investigation in the Vulcup unit continues. The investigations
should locate any sources of ground water contamination. The Remedial Plans for the West
Area are scheduled to start in 2008. EPA approved the concept design in June 2008.

Site Description |

The Hercules Franklin, Virginia facility encompasses 120 acres, with about 30 acres developed,
at the intersection of Routes 671 and 650 in Franklin, Virginia. Since 1955, the facility has been
a chemical processing plant primarily producing rosin, fatty acids and organic peroxides. The
primary raw material used at the facility is Tall Qil derived from the wood pulping industry.
Historically, it has managed wastes in on-site landfills, a spray field, lagoons and pits, however
discontinued these waste disposal methods. The current processes generate wastewater, non-
contact cooling water, biclogical sludge and small quantities of spent solvents from the on-site
quality control laboratory. Recently, the wastewater treatment plant was upgraded and produces
little sludge, which is shipped off-site, under VADEQ permit. The lagoon and spraytield are no




longer used, and are scheduled for closure under RCRA Corrective Action.

In 2001, Hercules sold two of the three business units that operate at the facility while
maintaining ownership of the facility property. The resins business was sold to Eastman
Chemical Resins, Inc. and the organic peroxides business was sold to GEO Specialty Chemical
Company. Hercules retained the Aqualon business and responsibility for past site releases.

Site Responsibili

RCRA Corrective Action activities at this facility are being conducted under the direction of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, Philadelphia, PA.

Contaminants

The site characterization data indicate that onsite soil and groundwater contain 1,2 -
dichloropropane (PDC), benzene, acetone, heptane, phenols, petroleum hydrocarbons and
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons. o

Community Interaction

The Facility has developed a community relations plan that is a part of the Agreement. Public
participation is included as appropnate.

Institutional Controls

No institutional controls are currently in place.

ggver_l_llnent_gontacts'

Barbara Smith - . Richard Criqui

U.S. EPA - Region 111 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
1650 Arch Street (3LC20) P.O. Box 10%09

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029 Richmond, VA 23240-0009

Phone: (215) 814-5786 Email: rjcriqui@deq.virginia.gov

Email: smith.barbara@epa.gov

For more information about EPA's corrective action webpa(%c, including Environmental
Indicators, please visit our site at: www.epa.gov/regIwemd/correctiveaction.htm

Facility Contact '

Mr Roy Hart Mr. Bruce Hough, Dir.

Hercules Incorporated Hercules Incorporated - SHERA
Pulp and Paper Division _ Research Center - Bldg. 8139/16
27123 Shady Brook Trail 500 Hercules Road

Courtland, VA 23837-2034 Wilmington, DE 19808-1599

Phone: (757) 562-3121 Ext. 176 Phone: (302) 995-3404
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TIDEWATER REGIONAL OFFICE
L. Preston Bryant, Jr 5636 Southern Boulevard, Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462
Secretary of Natural Resources (757) 518-2000 Fax (757} 518-2103
) www.deq.virginia.gov

October 8, 20083

Ms. Catherine C. Wamer -
Regiopal Manager

GES

23 South 13™ Street, Suite 201
Richmond, VA 23219

Re:  VPDES Permit Number VA0003433; Hercules, Incorporated
Wastcwater Lagoon and Sludge Pit Water Discharge Request

I have reviewed your letter of October 2, 2008 requesting to discharge wastewater from the wastewater
holding iagoon and the waste pit through VPDES cutfall 002. This letter will address only the water from
the wastewater lagoon as only analytical data from that lagoon is currenily available for review. Cnce I
receive analytical results from the sludge pit water, I will address that in a separate letter.

This wastewater is not addressed in the current VPDES permit and we do not intend to modify the permit to
address this short-term discharge. If GES and/or Hercules determines that there is a need to discharge the

water from this project to State waters, it will be considered a non-permitted discharge through a permitted

outfall and will be done at the owner’s and/or operator’s own risk. The owner and/or operator will be
responsible for remediating any envnonmental impacts or pollutxon complaints that are realized from this

discharge.

Ba.sed on the data submitted and your request to discharge this water, the wastewater in the holding pond
appears to be similar in nature to effluent from the facility and can be discharged through permitted internal
outfall 201and then to outfall 002. Since these are both permitted outfalls, the effluent must meet all
cffluent limitations for cutfall 002 and all effluent limitations for outfall 201, It is the decision of the owner
and/or operator whether to send the wastewater through the treatment plant prior to sending it to outfall

" 201, but the wastewater must discharge through outfall 201 and outfall 002, The applicable effluent
limitations for each outfall will apply at the respective outfall sampling location. In addition, based on
review of the data and comparison to water quality standards and 40 CFR limitatiops from similar point
source categories, additional effluent limitations must be met at outfall 002 in order to discharge this
wastewater from a permitted outfall at the facility. While these additicnal limits are not enforceable
VPDES permit [imits, an exceedance of these limits may contravene numerical water quality standards or
impact the receiving stream, causing a violation of the general water quality standard. All applicable limits
are presented in Tables 1 and 2. Table 1 lists a summmary of applicable and enforceable VPDES permit
limits for outfalls 201 and 002. Please reference the complete VPDES permit for all monitoring
requirements and special conditions applicable to these outfalls. Table 2 lists other limitations that if
exceeded may contravene Virginia Water Quality Standards. Please note that based on the anticipated
discharge duration of approximately 20 days, at least one sample for every parameter in Table 1 and Table
2 shall be collected during the duration of this discharge. The parameters in Table 1 shall be sarnpled and

David K. Paylor
Direciar

Francis L. Daniel
Regional Direclor
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Ms. Catherine C. Warmner
October 8, 2008
Page Two

reported on the Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) for outfalls 201 and 002. The parameters in Table 2
shall be sampled at outfall 002 at least one time during the discharge event and reported as an attachment to
the DMR.

Table 1. VPDES Permit VA0003433 Effluent Limitations — Qutfalls 201 and 002,

Qutfall 201

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS [a] DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
Monthly Average _Maximum__

BOD; (mg/1; 1b/d) : 438 493.76 825 929.04

Total Suspended -

Solids (mg/1; Ib/d) 172 193.95 500 562.86

[a] Outfall 201 shall be sampled from the combined waste basin {small weir} prior to mmng with other
non-process flow.

- Qutfall 002
EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS .
‘ Monthly Average Minimum Maximum

pH(S.U) NA 6.0 ‘ 9.0
Temperature (°C) ‘ NA NA 30
Total Phosphorus :

(mg/l; Ib/d) 2.0 97 NA NL
Total Recoverable

Copper (ug/) NL NA 52
Hexavalent Chromium

(ug/D NL NA 16
Acute WET (TU, ) NA NA 1.0
Chronic WET (TU,.) NA NA 6.25



Ms. Catherine C, Warner
Qctober 8, 2008
Page Three

' Table 2. Applicable Wastewater Dlscharge Limitations Not To Be Exceeded. To Be Sampled at
Outfall 002.

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS
. Monthly Average Maximum

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons

(DRO and GRO) (mg/l) NA 30

Total Recoverable

Arsenic (ug/l) NA . 150

Total Recoverable .

Cadmium (ug/1) ‘ NA 1.0

Total Recoverable

Nickel (ug/) NA 20

Total Recoverable ' 7

Zinc (ug/l) : . NA 29

Cyanide (ug/1) NA 52

Alpha Terpinol (ug1) NA 16

p Cresol (ug/) NA 14

Phenol (ug/l) NA 15

Benzene (ug/1) NA , 50

Toluene (ug/) NA 175

Please note that this letter does not relieve the owner and/or operator from cowmplying with any and all other
applicable federal, state and local regulations. If you have any questions, or need additional information,
please feel free to contact me at the above address, by e-mail at mhsaue;@deg virginia.pov or by telephone
at (757) 518-2105. ‘ .

Mark H. Sauer
Permit Engineer

Cc: TRO file
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CERTIFIED MAIL. 7004 1350 003 2436 2338
October 13, 2008

Mr. Mark Sauer

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
5636 Southern Boulevard

Virginia Beach. Virginia 23462

Re: VPDES Permit Rencwal
Hercules Incorporated, Franklin, Virginia
Permit # VA0003433

Dear Mr. Sauer,

As you know, Eastman Chemical Company is in the process of shutting down the Tall Oil process area
at the Hercules Incorporated facility in Franklin, Virginia. This document is to provide you with revised
information for the Virginia Pollution Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) permit renewal that is
currently underway.

1. The average flow from Outfall 201 will be decreased due to the elimination of the Tall Oil process
wastewater. A revised Form 2C is attached. For Section I1.B., the estimated flow from NC1, NC2 and
NC3 are based on the most recent groundwater withdrawal permit submittal. Lastly, in Section IIl.C., a
discussion with Eastman personnel resulted in changes to this section that are believed to better describe
that operation.

. The VPDES permit will still be “‘owned’ by Hcrcules Incorporated. There is no change necessary to
the permit application.

3. As aresult of the 2005 EPA multi-media inspection, there are three identified stormwater outfalls that
we are requesting be added to the permit. A revised Form 2F and Attachment 3 Figure are attached.

The new outfalls have been labeled A, B, and C, pending official names from VADEQ. All of these
outfalls are on the east side of the Facility and discharge to Wills Gut, The potential exposure from these
outfalls is from the same process area but with significantly less exposure potential than existing
Stormwater Qutfall 003. Therefore, we request that the existing monitoring p]an for Outfal].003 be
considered representative of the new outfalls A, B and C.

Responsible Care’
A Business Unit of Hercules Incorporated cwdpgmwym Work
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Mr. Mark Saur
October 13, 2008
Page 2 of 2

4. As discussed with Deanna Austin of VADEQ, we are requesting that the following language be
added to the toxicity testing section of the permit to allow for UV treated test media. Specifically, we
are requesting that Part | B 2 b add the following sentence after the first paragraph:

*“ Prior to use in the chronic toxicity test, effluent samples may be UV-irradiated by 8 W for 1.5 hours
per 3.4 L sample: The UV-irradiation will be reported on the toxicity test results.”

5. Temperature study — we request a meeting to discuss the previous mixing zone study and
coordination with future temperature study requirements.

We appreciate your consideration for these revisions to the VPDES application. Please let me know if
you have any questions and we look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

[ﬂ,«. By —

. Andrew B. Chapman

Ce: Chris Moniz — Hercules



VPDES Permit Renewal Meeting
Hercules Incorporated, Franklin, Virginia

Wednesday, December 17, 2008
11 AM DEQ Tidewater Regional Office

OBJECTIVES
1. Discuss status of the VPDES permit renewal.

2. ldentity path(s) moving forward.

AGENDA

I Introductions and Agenda Overview

IL West Area Lagoon/Sludge Pit Water
A. Project Overview/Schedule

B. Permit Application Revision — " (

(Mlﬁt ‘ V—C',j ’q.“"(n IEJ e 200 Q i bt .“/:) .

1IL Temperature Study pow b Tod y - o | .
A. Existing Mixing Zone Study . o e~ €A (qhev  Pnke
B. Temperature Study
C. Proposed Future Activities

Iv. Aquapel Effluent Limit Guidelines Subcategory

A. Existing 40 CFR 454.11 Subpart F - Rosin Based Derivatives Look
Subcategory ©

1

B. Proposed 40 CFR 454.11 Subpart C - Wood Rosin, Turpentine 6

and Pine Futmy
Oil Subcategory F_,:,,“
V.  Schedule -
C.

GES-12/15/08
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Sauer,Mark

From: warnerc@comcast.net

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2009 11:08 AM
To: Sauer,Mark

Cc: Sean Maconaghy

Subject: Hercules Ashland VPDES Permitting

Attachments: VPDES Request 4-09.pdf; Development Document Gum and Wood Chemicals.pdf; Aquapel
Praocess Diagram 010809.pdf '

Mark,

| have attached a letter requesting an effluent limits guidelines subcategory change for the
Hercules Ashland Water Technologies Facility in Franklin, Virginia. A paper copy is following
in the mail.

I am no longer with GES, my new contact information is:

warnerc@comcast.net
804-514-6365

| appreciate your review of this information. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Cathy

Cathe‘rine C. Warner, P.E., D.E.E.

warnerc@comcast.net
804-514-6365

10/16/2009


mailto:warnerc@comcast.net

Arrowhead Environmental Services o -_
P.0. Box 217 _(75'7) 242-3174 Facsimile:
Windsor, VA 23487 www.arrowheadenviranmiental.com
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Apnl 20, 2009

Mr. Mark Sauer

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
5636 Southern Boulevard

Virginia Beach, VA 23462

Re:  VPDES Permit Renewal
Ashland Hercules Water Technologies
Franklin, Virginia
VA0003433

Dear Mr. Sauer,

The purpose of this letter is to request that the Aquapel effluent limit guidelines
subcategory for the Ashland Hercules Water Technologies Virginia Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (VPDES) permit for the facility in Franklin, Virginia be revised to
more accurately reflect the manufacturing process. As we discussed in our December 17,
2008 meeting, a review of the Development Document for Proposed Effluent Limitations
Guidelines, New Source Performance Standards, and Pretreatment Standards for the Gum
and Wood Chemicals Point Source Category (December 1979) has lead to this request.

A copy of pertinent pages from the development document is attached to this request.

The Aquapel process involves the following general steps.

1. Batch reaction of fatty acid (animal, vegetable or wood based) via chlorination to
produce fatty acid chloride and co-products of hydrochloric acid and phosphorous
acid.

2. Extraction in a series of tanks of the co-product acids from the fatty acid chlonde
to produce a purified fatty acid chloride.

3. The purified fatty acid chloride is reacted in a second series of reactors with
triethylamine (TEA) using propylene dichloride (PDC) as a solvent to produce the
raw product of alkyl ketene dimer (Aquapel).

4. The raw product is purified via a centrifuge and series of stills (multi-stage
distillation). Once distilled, the dimer is sent to packaging as a final product.

5. The co-product acids are purified via separation and filtration and sold as reusable
products. A portion of the hydrochloric acid is used for neutralization of caustic
wastewaters from the solvent recovery process.

6. The TEA and PDC mixture is sent to solvent recovery which is a batch distillation
process with condensers and separation equipment to recovery the materials for
reuse in the process. A portion of the condensed solvent is refluxed back to the
distillation columns.

A copy of the flow diagram for Aquapel is attached. A majority of the wastewater
produced in Aquapel is from the solvent recovery process.

“Where Integrity and Performance Meet”
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Mr. Mark Sauer
Page 2 of 4
April 20, 2009

The current effluent limit guidelines subcategory for the Aquapel process is Subpart F —
Rosin Based Derivatives. As can be seen in the attached Development Document, the
rosin derivative process is produced when stump wood rosin and glycerin are reacted
under vacuum conditions followed by a steam sparge to remove impurities. The
impurities are sent through a scrubber and wastewater is produced from the separator
after the scrubber. Additional wastewater is also produced from vessel wash down. A
description of this process is presented on Page 37 and the flow diagram is presented in
Figure III-5 (Page 38) of the attached Development Document.

The Aquapel process is different from the Rosin Based Derivatives process for the
following reasons. '

1. The Rosin Based Derivatives process does not have any solvent recovery
distillation process (as outlined in item.6 above).

2. There is no raw production purification in the Rosin Based Derivatives process
(as outlined in item 4 above).

3. The Rosin Based Denivatives process consists of a two step process which is a
very simple process as outlined in the Development Document. The Aquapel
process is more complicated and contains many more processes to produce the
final product. '

4. As mentioned previously, the majority of wastewater produced by Aquapel is
from the solvent recovery process, which is not present in the Rosin Based
Derivatives process.

Because the Rosin Based Derivatives process is not similar to Aquapel, the Development
Document was reviewed to select the process most representative of the Aquapel process.
The Wood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine Oil process (Subpart C) was selected as being
most similar to the Aquapel process. The detailed description of this process is presented
on Pages 30 and 33 and the flow diagram is presented in Figure [1I-2 (Page 32) of the
Development Document. In this process, pine stumps are washed and chipped. The
chips are then put through an azeotropic distillation process to remove water, reacted
with a solvent to extract the resinous material and purified through distillation columns to
separate the solvent from the final product. The solvent is then sent through a solvent
recovery process to be reused. -

The Wood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine Qil process (Subpart C) is most similar to
Aquapel for the following reasons.
1. There is solvent extraction, recovery and reuse in both processes. The solvent
recovery process is the major producer of wastewater in Aquapel.
2. Both solvent recovery processes are azeotropic distillation with like solvents.
3. Both processes use the same distillation approach to recover solvent downstream
of the condenser with separation equipment and reflux a portion of the condensed
solvent back into the distillation process.



Mr. Mark Sauer
Page 3 of 4
April 20, 2009

4. The wood based fatty acid used as a raw material in Aquapet is similar to the
rosin extracted from the stamps in the first stages of the Wood Rosin, Turpentine
and Pine Oil process. Because they have similar physical properties they will
behave similar in the wastewater stream.

Therefore, because the Aquapel process is not similar to the Subpart F — Rosin Based
Derivatives process and is similar to the Subpart C — Wood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine
Oil process, this request is for the Aquapel process to be subject to Subpart C — Wood
Rosin, Turpentine and Pine Oil effluent limitations which are as follows.

Effluent Limitations

Average of daily values for
30 consecutive days shall
Maximum for any | day not exceed
Effluent Characteristic (1b/1000 1b of product) (1b/1000 1b of product)
BOD;s 2.08 1.10
TSS 1.38 0475
pH 6.0t09.0 6.0t0 9.0

Anti-Backsliding Evaluation

In 9 VAC-25-31-220.L.2 the regulations allow for permits to be reissued with less
stringent effluent limitations as long as certain exceptions are met. This evaluation meets
the exception requirements for the following two reasons.

1. b(l) - “Information is available which was not available at the time of permit
issuance (other than revised regulations, guidance, or test methods) and which
would have justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation at the
time of permit issuance”. The new information that is available is the detailed
process informatton provided in this letter.

2. Inthe 1996 to 1998 timeframe there was a major modification of the Aquapel
process to improve the quality of the final product. The multi-stage product
distillation and improved solvent recovery processes were added. Therefore
exception a. “Material and substantial alterations or additions to the permitted
facility occurred after the permit issuance which justify the application of a less
stringent effluent limitation™ applies.

Using the information presented in this letter, Ashland Hercules Water Technologies is
respectfully requesting a change in the effluent limits for the Aquapel process to the
Subpart C — Wood Rosin, Turpentine and Pine QOil category. We are available to provide
further information and clarification, if necessary.




Mr. Mark Sauer
Page 4 of 4
Apnl 20, 2009

We appreciate your consideration of this request for revised effluent limits. Please let me
know if you have any questions (804-514-6365).

Sincerely,

Catherine C. Warner, P.E., D.E.E.
~Attachments: Development Document for Proposed Effluent Limitations Guidelines,
' New Source Performance Standards, and Pretreatment Standards for the
Gum and Wood Chemicals Point Source Category (December 1979)

Aquapel Process Flow Diagram — Confidential Business Information

cc: Sean Maconaghy — Ashland Hercules Water Technologies
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June 12, 2009

Mr. Mark Sauer

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
5636 Southern Boulevard .

Virginia Beach, VA 23462

Re:  VPDES Permit Renewal
Ashland Hercules Water Technologies
Franklin, Virginia
VA0003433

Dear Mr. Sauer,

The purpose of this letter is to request that the Virginia Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (VPDES) permit for the Ashland Hercules Water Technologies Facility in
‘Franklin, Virginia be revised to add wastewater holding lagoon (lagoon) and sludge pit
remediation water to be discharged through Outfall 002. This request was originally
made in a letter dated October 2, 2008 and granted in your letter dated October 8, 2008.
This request is to add the discharge to the renewed permit.

The Facility is currently operating under a Facility Lead Corrective Action Agreement
with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Through this regulatory program, the
Facility will remediate the lagoon and studge pits. The lagoon is currently holding water
and the siudge pits have entrained water within the sludge. In addition, during the
remediation of these units, rainwater and potentially groundwater will need to be
removed and discharged. The analytical data for the lagoon and sludge pit water is
attached. - ‘

The modified Form 2C to include the lagoon and sludge pit remediation water is .
attached. The discharge is listed as through 201 to 002 or directly to 002. The planis to
provide the discharge limits and analytical testing requirements to the remediation
contractor and have the contractor propose a plan for treatment. The proposed treatment
plan will be reviewed by the Facility to ensure that the discharge limits will be met. It is
anticipated that the water will go through a mobile treatment unit prior to discharge.
Another possibility is to treat the water through the existing wastewater treatment plant.
However, the treatment plant is operated by Eastman and the remediation is being
conducted by Ashland. Therefore, the existing treatment plant may not be an option.



~ Mr. Mark Sauer

June 12, 2009
Page 2 of 2

We appreciate your consideration of this request to add remediation water to the
discharge permit. We look forward to your response. Please et me know if you have
any questions (804-514-6365).

Sincerely,
Créu/f/?&%\/ OO G e

Catherine C. Warner, P.E., D.E.E.
Principal

Attachments: Lagoon and Sludge Pit Water Analytical
Revised Form 2C

cc: Sean Maconaghy — Ashland Hercules Water Technologies



Table 6
Lagoon Water and Sludge Pit Water Analytical Data

September 2008
West Area
Hercules Franklin Facility
[ e ——— m
Sample 1D Regulatory LAG-1 LAG-2 LAG-3 SPWW-
Sample Collection Date Limit 9/9/2008 9/9/2008 9/9/2008 9/29/2008
Appendix IX Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/L)
Acetone 190 140 210 650
|Acetonitrile 40 U LURY 40 U 80 U
lAcrolein 200 20 U 2013 40 U
Acrylonitrile 200U 20 U 20 U 40U
|Benzene 50 1.3 1.7 0.68 J 23
l|Bromodichioromethane | U Y HE 24
([Bromoform L U = j U 2
[IBromomethane U 1 U 1 U 21U
|Methyl Ethyl Ketone 19 20 21 68
[{Carbon disulfide 14 J 0.64 J 1.4 4U
l{Carbon tetrachloride iU | U 1 U 2U
l{Chlorobenzene ) iU I U I L 2U
[Chloroethane 1y | U kU 21U
[Chloroform | U I U iU 2U
||Chloromethane 0.6J T B 1 2
[Chloroprene | U | U I U 2U
[|3-Chlor0propcne 1 U RY U 2U
Dibromochloromethane 1 U iU 1 U 2 U
1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane JoAg e L L 2 U
1,2-Dibromoethane 1 U t U J 14 2U
|IDibromomethane LU [ U I L 20
ltrans-1,4-Dichloro-2-butene 2 U 2 U 4 U
[Dichlorodifluoromethane | U | U | U 21
1,1-Dichloroethane Bk I U I U 2 U
1,2-Dichloroethane LU | U U 21U
1,1-Dichloroethene Y LU I & 25| E S |
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene | U 1 U I U ..
Itrans-1,2-Dichloroethene | U | U P L 2U
1,2-Dichloropropane | L 057 | & 2U
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 1 U ) iU 2 U
|ltrans-1,3-Dichloropropene ki) | L | U 2 U
IEthylbenzene i U 1 g T 3
[Ethyl methacrylate | U iU j L 2 U
[[Heptane 5.1 4.7 5.1 2U
[[2-Hexanone 221 351 297 6.7J
|fodomethane U 5U 514 10 U
|lisobutyl alcohol 40 U 40 U 40 U %0 U
{Methacrylonitrile o U 5o et e
IMathvlana Mhiarida s




[Methyl methacrylate I L Y [ L 2y
[Imethyl isobutyl ketone 0.81J 10 U 10 L 831J
[[Methy! tert-butyl ether 1 | 0 U gL 20U
"Pentachloroathane 51 35U s 1o U
[Propionitrile 20 L 20U 20 1 40 U
Styrene U S | U 1.7J
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane % 1 U L L 20U
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane L | U L u 2 U
Tetrachloroethene L I U 5 2Ll 2
Toluene 175 3.0 4.5 2.2 33
1,1,1-Trichloroethane BN U j i 2U
1,1,2-Trichloroethane | U 1 U il U
Trichloroethene I G 1 U L 2 U
Trichlorofluoromethane g } U I U 2U
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene L { U L 2U
1,2,3-Trichloropropane %5 {1 (R 2U
Vinyl acetate il 2] gL 4 U
Vinyl chloride i & L i 2 U
Xylenes, Total 8.1 4.1 4.7 4.2
Tentatively 1dentified Compounds (ug(L)
[Total Unknown Compounds [ [ 216.8 TJ N 365.7 TJ N 1838 TJN | 650 TJ N
[Appendix IX Semivolatile OrEanlc Compounds (ugb)
Acenaphthene 97 U 94 U 9 | 47 U
Acenaphthylene 97 U b L 94 1 47 U
|Acetophenone 97 U 94 1! 94 1! 47 U
[2-Acetylaminofluorene B 97 | 94 U 04 U 47 U
alpha-Pinene g7 1! 94 U 94 U 47 U
-Aminobiphenyl 97 L a4 U o4 L 47U
Aniline 19t |, 160 U 190 U 94 U
(Anthracene 07 U 94 0! 9a U 47 U
|Aramite, Total W7 u 94 | ud ! 47 U
|Benzo[alanthracene 97 U 9d 94 L 471U
([Benzo[b]fluoranthene 97 U 04 1 94 U 47U
([Benzo[k]fluoranthene 97 U 94 U 94 U 47U
[Benzo[g,h,iJperylene 97 U 94 [ 94 U 47U
enzo[alpyrene, 97 L 94 L 94 I 47U
(IBenzy! alcohol 97 94 U 94 U 47U
[IBiphenyl 97 U 94 U 94 U 47 U
[IBis(2-chloroethoxy)methane Y7 1 94 U 94 47 U
(IBis(2-chloroethyl)ether 97 04 U 04 U 47 U
[lbis(chloroisopropyl) ether 97 U Y4 1 b4 L 47 U
GES - February 2009 Page 1 of 4 Hercules Incorporated - Franklin, VA




T IMethy] methacrylate ] U LU Ly 2y
[imethyl isobutyl ketone 0.81J 10 U T 837
[Methy tert-butyl ether i L e Wl 0\
[[Pentachloroethane 3L i 3 10l
Propionitrile oL 0L AR 20U
Styrene (R 1 U P 1735

1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane J L I L b 2 U
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane [ boL | L 2 U
Tetrachloroethene i U P iU 2y
[Toluene - _ 175 3.0 4.5 2.2 33
1,1,1-Trichloroethane Ty |4 P 2 U
1,1,2-Trichloroethane | L [ P U 21
Trichloroethene il IR % 2L
Trichlorofluoromethane P [ S 2 U
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene R E (% L U
1,2,3-Trichloropropane il [RE 1 2 U
Vinyl acetate e Ju LS 4 U
Vinyl chloride L % U 20
Xylenes, Total 5.1 4.1 4.7 4.2
Tentatively ldentified Compounds (ug/L) .
Total Unknown Compounds "~ | 216.8 TIN | 365.7 TIN | 1838 TJN | 650 TJN
Appendix 1X Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/L) ‘ .
Acenaphthene B T DU 01 U U a7 U
[Acenaphthylene L b 1 HAT 47 U
Acetophenone a7 931 SARE 47 UJ
[2-Acetylaminofluorene S RERY 42 O L 47 U
alpha-Pinene RER @4 LA 47 U
4-Aminobiphenyl 87 L 94 U 9 47 U
Aniline (RIS jag U 19 L 94 1
|Anthracene o7 L gg | ZNF A7 1
Aramite, Total T O L gl 1 47 U
Benzofa]anthracene a7 SERE DA 47 U
Benzo[b]flucranthene u7 L AN a4 L 47 U
IBenzo[k]fluoranthene 97 LU o L 47 U
Benzo|g,h,ilperylene Oy AL (YN - 47 U
Benzo[a]pyrene, 47 ud U a9 L 47 U
Benzyl alcohol | g7 L B4 L 0 L 47U
Biphenyl 97 U 93 1 94 1 47 4
[Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 97 U 94 1} y4 L 47 U
- [IBis(2-chloroethyl)ether 07 1] 04 ST 47 U
IIbis(chloroisopropyl) ether Y7 L 94 U Y4 L 47 U
GES - February 2009 Page | of 4

Hercules Incorporated - Franklin, VA



Table 6
Lagoon Water and Sludge Pit Water Analytical Data

September 2008
West Area
Hercules Franklin Facility
Sample ID Regulatory LAG-1 [ LAG2 LAG-3 SPWW-1
Sample Collection Date Limit 9/9/2008 9/9/2008 9/9/2008 0/29/2008
}gppendix IX Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ugl L), cont.
is(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate HT U 94 1 bq U 47 U
[l4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether g7 B 94 I g U 47 U
Butyl benzyl phthalate 97 U 94 U 94 L 47 U
4-Chloroaniline 19y i 190 U 190 L 94 U
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 97 L 94 U 94 U 47 U
2-Chloronaphthalene 97 U 94 1 04 U 47U
2-Chlorophenol 47 U 94 U 94 U 47U
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether v7 1 94 U 94 LI 47 U
[Chrysene 97 U 94 U 94 U 47U
[Im & p - Cresol 14 97 150 97 200
llo-Cresal 97 1 94 L 94 L 231
[Diallate 97 | 94 U 9y L 47U
I[Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 97 L 94 U 94 U BRI
[[Dibenzofuran 97 U 94 I 94 U 47U
Di-n-butyl phthalate 97 U 94 U 04 U 47 U
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 97 L G4 U 94 L 47 U
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 97 U 94 U 94 U 47 U
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 97 U e [ ud U 47 U
13,3'-Dichlorobenzidine v U 190 L 190 U 94 U
,4-Dichlorophenol 97 U 94 U g4 L 47 U
2,6-Dichlorophenol 97 U 94 U 94 L 47 U
Diethyl phthalate 97 U 94 U 9 L 47 U
[IDimethoate 97 U 94 U 4 L 47U
|tp-Dimethylamino azobenzene 97 U 94 U 94 L 47U 1
7,12-Dimethylbenz(a)anthracene 97 L 94 U 94 L 47 U
3,3'-Dimethylbenzidine 190 L 190 U 190 L 94 U
lialpha,alpha-Dimethyl phenethylamine lago U 19000 | 19000 U 9400 U
{2,4-Dimethylphenol 51 Y 94 U 94 4 47 U
|[Dimethy! phthalate 97 U a4 U 94 L 47 U
|im-Dinitrobenzene 97 L g4 U 9.4 U 47 U
..|4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 490 U 470 U 470 U 240 U
2,4-Dinitrophenol 490 U 470 L 470 U 240 U
2,4-Dinitrotoluene g7 L 94 ¢ a4 L 47 U
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 97 L a4 U 94 L 47 U
Dinoseb 97 U ud 1! 94 U A7l
(IDi-n-octyl phthalate 97 U 94 U 94 U AT
|[1,4-Dioxane 97 U 94 04 1! 47 U
”Diphenyl ether 18J 20J 251J 47U




R o i o N R LT Wi | 94 L 47 U

lﬂ’l’_arathio'n 97 ¢ 94 U W4 U AT
(IFamphur 97 L 94 U 94 L 47 U
|{Fluoranthene 97 U 94 U 04 U 47U
Fluorene 97 U 94 L 94 1 47 U
Hexachlorobenzene 47 U 9 U 94 U 47 U
||Hexachlorobutadiene 97 U 94 U 94 | ; 47 U och|
[Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 97 L 94 94 U 47 U
[Hexachloroethane 97 U 94 U vd U 47 U
Hexachlorophene 49000 ! 47000 U 7000 L 24000 U
Hexachloropropene Y7 U 94 U 04 1 47 U
Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene 7 94 U 94 LU 47U
Isophorone 97 U 94 U 94 U 47 U
Isosafrole o7 U _ o4 [ 94 U 47 U
Methapyrilene 19066 U 19000 U 19000 U 9400 U
[3-Methylcholanthrene 97 94 1 94 U 47 U
[Methyl methanesulfonate 97 U 04 U 94 U 47U
[2-Methylnaphthalene 97 U 94 1 94 U ool
iMethy! parathion 97 U %L R 47y
([Naphthalene 97 U 94 U 94 U 47U
1,4-Naphthoquinone 97 L 94 L, 94 L 47 U
1-Naphthylamine 97 U 94 L ug | 47 U
2-Naphthylamine 97 1 a4 | Ga U 47 U
2-Nitroaniline 490 U 470 U 470 L 240 U
3-Nitroaniline 4890 [ 470 U 470 L 240 U
4-Nitroaniline 490 U 470 U 470 U 240 U
itrobenzene 97 1 94 L gd 1! 47 U |
-Nitrophenol 97 LU 94 1 94 U 47 U
-Nitrophenol 0L 470 U 470 U 7t
4-Nitroguinoline- 1-oxide 190 U 190 U 190 U T
IIN-Nitrosodi-n-butylamine 97 U 94 U 04 U 47U
IN-Nitrosodiethylamine 97 | a4 U 94 { 471U
IN-Nitrosodimethylamine 97 U 94 94 ( 47 U
IN-Ninosodiphenylaminc 97 U 94 U g4 U 47 U
|IN-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 97 U 94 | 94 U 47 U
[IN-Nitrosomethylethylamine 97 U 94 U 94 U 47U
[IN-Nitrosomorpholine : 97 U 94 U 94 1 47U
[N-Nitrosopiperidine 97 U 94 U 94 U 47U
[IN-Nitrosopyrrolidine 97 U 94 L 4 U 47 U
[[IN-Nitro-o-toluidine 97 Ui 94 U 94 [ 47 U
GES - February 2009 Page 2 of 4 Hercules Incorporated - Franklin, VA
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Table 6
Lagoon Water and Sludge Pit Water Analytical Data
September 2008
West Area
Hercules Franklin Facility
Sample 1D == Regulatory LAG.1 LAG-2 LAG-3 SPWW-1
Sample Collection Date Limit 9/9/2008 9/9/2008 9/9/2008 9/29/2008
Appendix IX Semivolatile Orsnnic Compounds (ag/L), cont. _ :
Pentachlorobenzene H 97 U 94 U 99 U 47 U
Pentachloronitrobenzene 97 U 94 U 94 1! 47 U
Pentachlorophenol 490 U 470 U 470 U 240 U
|Phenacetin 97 U G4 U 94 U 47U
|Phenanthrene 97 | o4 L 94 U 47 U
Phenol 15 97 U 94 U Yd Ll 210
F-Phcnylenc diamine 19000 U 19000 L 19000 U 9400 U
Phorate 87 L 94 1 94 U 47 U
2-Picoline 97 U 94 L 94 47 Y
Pronamide 0?2 U 94 U4 L 47 U
Pyrene 07 U 94 U 94 U 47 U
Pyridine 490 U 470 U 470 C 240 U
Safrole, Total o 94 U 94 U 47 U
Sulfotepp v7 U 94 U 04 U 47 U
1,2,4,5-Tetrachlorobenzene 97 U 94 LU 94 I 47 U
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol 97 1 o4 U 94 U 47U
Thionazin 97 U 94 U 94 U 47 U
lo-Toluidine 97 U 94 U 4 U 47U
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 97 U 94 L O 1! 47 U
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 97 (. G4 U 94 [ 47 U
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 97 U 04 U 94 U 47U
lje,0',0"-Triethylphosphorothicate 97 U 94 U 94 L 47 U
|l1,3,5-Trinitrobenzene 97 U 94 U 94 U 47U
[Methyl Phenols, Total 97 150 97 223
Tentatively Identified Compounds (ug{L)
[Total Unknown Compounds 2,542 TJ N 3020 TIN | 3,038TJN | 16360 TJN
AEEendix IX Metals (uE!L)
Aluminum ) ) 680 570 710 220
Antimony 20 U 20 L 20U 20U
“llArsenic 150 4.0JB 7.0JB 33JB 51J
[Barium 10 U 10 U 10 U ; 17
([Beryllium 4 L 4 U 41 4 U
[[Cadmium 1.0 $ U 5 U 3L 0.84 J
[IChromium 16 Hex. Max 2317 1917 I 21 133
Cobalt 10 U 1 u 10 ! 10 U
“C@per 52 Maximum ou 0 U 23J 18 J
[[iron 1,200 1.200 1200 a0




[|[=Eau

J L ikE & 5 U
anganese 85J 11 10 180
[[Selenium o U : 10 U 1y U 10 U
Silver 10 U 10 U 1o U 10 U
Thallium ARy WU 50 461
Tin S0 U 30 U 4217
Vanadium 6.4 J 541J 6.7 J S s
Zinc 29 22 12 193 g 47
Mercury (¢ 0.2 U 0.2 1 0.2 U
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (mg/L)
Diesel Range Organics [C10-C28] 30 160 120 120 110
Gasoline Range Organics (GRO)-C6-C10 30 0.073 0.089 0.082 0.21
[PCBs (ug/L)
PCB-1016 0.94 U 0.94 1) 0.97 L 0.94 U
PCB-1221 (9 U 1.9 (! 191 1.9 U
PCB-1232 1,94 U 0.94 U 097 U 0.94 U
[lPCB-1242 0.94 U 0.94 U 0.97 U 0.94 U
[IPCB-1248 094 U (.94 U 097U 0.94 U
[lPCB-1254 0.94 U 0.94 U 097 U 094 U
[IPCB-1260 094 L 0.94 U 097 U 0.94 U
‘Dluxins!Furans (ng/L)
2,3,7,8-TCDD ND ND ND ND
[Total TCDD D ND ND ND
otal PeCDD ND ND ND) ND
Total HXxCDD ND ND ND NID
Total TCDF ND ND ND ND |
otal PeCDF ND ND ND D
otal HxCDF ND ND NI ND
GES - February 2009 Page 3 of 4 Hercules Incorporated - Franklin, VA



Table 6

Lagoon Water and Sludge Pit Water Analytical Data

September 2008
West Area
Hercules Franklin Facility
[[Sample ID Regulatory LAG-l LAG-2 LAG-3 SPWW-1
{Sample Collection Date Limit 9/9/2008 9/9/2008 9/9/2008 9/29/2008
u()ther Parameters (mEIL)
TSS 172 /500 110 74 120 12
Total Solids NA NA NA 1100 3
llcop 1500 1400 1500 850
OD 438/ 825 270 280 250 220
Phosphorus 2.0 Average 0.52 0.59 0.49 0.65
|Phenolics, Total Recoverable 0.44 0.7 0.39 1.4
|Nitrogen, Total 10 11 10 2.3
[INitrate Nitrite as N NA NA NA 0.5 U
“Reactive Cyanide & Sulfide (mg/Kg)
[Cyanide, Reactive 100 U 100 U 100 U 100 U
ulfide, Reactive SO U 50 U 50 U 50 U
pH (SU) 6.0 - 9.0 7.17 H 7H 6.83 H 7.03 H
Flashpoint (Degrees F) >140 >140 >140 140
— —

Notes:

ug/L = micrograms per liter
mg/L = milligrams per liter

ng/L = nanograms per liter
mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram

U = Indicates the analyte was analyzed for but not detected

J = Result is less than the reporting limit but greater than or equal to the MDL and the concentration

is an approximate value

B = Compound was found in the blank and sample

T = Result is a tentatively identified compound and an estimated value
N = This flag indicates the presumptive evidence of a compound

H = Sample was prepped or analyzed beyond the specified holding time

ND = Not Detected
SU = Standard Units
F = Fahrenheit

438 / 825 - Limits in red are monthly avearge/maximum for Outfall 201 VPDES permit limits
2.0 Average - Limits in pink are for Outfall 002 VPDES permit limits

30 - Limits in green are maximum applicable wastewater limits not to be exceeded at Outfall 002
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Sauer,Mark

From: Sauer Mark

Sent: Monday, August 24, 2000 1:15 PM
To: ‘Sean M Maconaghy'

Subject: RE: VPDES permit modification

Thank you Sean, | will put monitoring and appropriate effluent limitations on the discharge and will treat it as '
another internal outfall to 002, will probably call it outfall 202 or something like that and will have monitoring take
place after the pretreatment and before it commingles with the water in the canal. Thanks.

You are correct about the additional storm water outfall; | found that as | was looking through my notes today.

Talk to you soon,

From: Sean M Maconaghy [mailto:smmaconaghy@ashland.com]
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2009 12:35 PM

To: Sauer,Mark

Subject: Re: VPDES permit modification

Mark,

The water from lagoon will be pre-treated prior to discharge using a portable carbon/sand filtration
system. The dscharge point is anticipated to be between the existing 201 Qutfall and the 002 Qutfall.

The other issues you listed are correct. | believe we also asked to have a stormwater outfall added near
the Vul-Cup process and re-establish the 001 stormwater outfall based on comments form the USEPA
from our 2005 NEIC Inspection. '

Take Two, Take Care and Be Safe,

Sean M. Macanaghy
EHS Manager
Ashland Hercules Water Technologies - Franklin, VA

Phone: 757-562-3121 ext. 176
e-Mail: smmaconaghy@ashland.com

"Sauer,Mark” <Mark.Sauer@deq.virginia.gov> ‘
uer@deq.virginia.g To Sean M Maconaghy/Franklin/NA/Herc@Ash!and

oc
08/24/2009 10:13 AM

Subject VPDES permit modification

10/16/2009


mailto:smmaconaghy@ashland.com
mailto:smmaconaghy@ashland.com
mailto:Mark.Sauer@deq.virginia.gov

Page 2 of 2

Sean -

| am working on the VPDES permit modification for the Franklin plant. The mod will incarporate a number
of different issues. One of them is the wastewater holing lagoon and sludge pit dewatering and treating
and discharging that water. Cathy Warner's last letter to me indicated that the water will either be sent
through the treatment system of through portable treatment, but the specific route of treatment and
discharge has not been decided. I'm looking for an update on this so | can put it into the permit, which is
the most likely scenario, to go through the treatment system, or to go through portable treatment and then

directly to outfall 002? This will affect where | put monitoring requirements and effluent limitations.
Right now, | see the permit mod encompassing the following:

Change in operation and change in flow to outfall 201 due to cessation of tall oil preduction — this will
change the categorical limits for BOD and TSS at 201.

Adjusting toxicity procedures to add CACI (adjusting hardness) in the lab rather than the discharge
Adding wastewater lagoon and sludge pit dewatering to outfall 201 and/or 002.

Is there anything else this modification should include?

Thank you.

Mark Sauer

DEQ-TRO Water Permits Secticn
757-518-2105
mark.sauer@deq.virginia.gov

This e-mail conlains information which may be privileged, confidential, proprictary, trade sceret and/er otherwise legally protected. If you are not the
intended recipient, please do not distribule this e-mail. Instead, please delete this e-mail from your system, and notify us thal you received it in error. No
waiver of any applicable privileges ot legal profections is intended (and nothing herein shall constitute such a waiver}, and all rights are reserved.

10/16/2009
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Sauer,Mark

From: Sauer,Mark

Sent: Thursday, Octeober 22, 2009 10:30 AM
To: '‘Sean M Maconaghy'

Ce: Austin,Deanna

Subject: WET hardness

Sean -

Deanna and | are discussing the hardness issue. The following is an excerpt from the fact sheet that discusses
rationales for monitoring conditions at outfall 002, this makes it pretty tough to justify discontinuing CACI addition
in the effluent and adding only to the sample in the lab. It was Hercules' own TRE work that determined that
hardness was contributing to toxicity, and we actually included the Acute WET limit instead of a hardness
minimum limit in the permit. I've also done some research on EPA guidance and most of the references I've

found indicate that manipulating the effluent by adjusting hardness in the lab, but not in the discharge, probably
would not be acceptable.

We'll continue to discuss this here, but we may not be able to approve adjusting hardness in the lab, and you may
need to continue to adjust hardness in the discharge if that is contributing to toxicity. You may be able to run
some samples of un-adjusted effluent to see if acute toxicity is present in unadjusted samples.

Effluent
Hardness: : 24 hr. composite sample at a frequency of once per
- month. Monthly average reporting only. Previous
effluent hardness data, TRE data, and toxicity
data indicate that an effluent hardness value of
60 mg/l, supported by TRE work, is sufficient to
protect against acute toxicity. As a result, it
was recommended that a minimum hardness
limitation of 60 mg/l CaCO, be established for
this discharge. However, this number is not
included in the permit as a l1imit, the
requirement is for reporting only. This is based
on BPJ. In order to protect against acute
toxicity, an acute WET limit is included in the
permit, negating the need for any harness
limit. '
Mark Sauer

DEQ-TRO Water Permits Section
757-518-2105
mark._sauer@deq.virginia.gov

10/26/2009
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Sauer,Mark

From: Sauer,Mark

Sent: Friday, October 23, 2009 8:40 AM
To: '‘Sean M Maconaghy'

Subject: rough draft - modified permit

Attachments: MHS-Hercules mod permit 2009.doc; Ashland Hercules limits rationale.doc

Sean —

Attached is a rough draft of the modified VPDES permit, and the rationales for the changes at 201. Below is a list
of the changes | am adding to the permit with this modification and the wording | will be using for doing the
sampling during the remainder of the permit term at the new storm water outfalls and looking at representative
menitaring at permit reissuance in 2012. You will also note in the permit that | added the wording in the WET
‘section {(Section B) addressing the UV-treatment of toxicity test samples. | also have added dissolved oxygen
limit and a special condition for the RO unit. This is tentative at this point, but it gives you an idea of what to
expect with the addition of the RO unit.

The permit modification in 2009 consists of the following:

1.

10/26/2009

Recalculating federal guideline effluent limitations for outfall
201 based on the deletion of the tall o0il process at the
facility. Limits are presented in Attachment 5; rationales and
calculations are presented in Attachment 6.

Reclassifying the Aquapel process from subcategory F to
subcategory C under 40 CFR 454 and recalculating effluent
guideline limits based on the reclassification. Limits are
presented in Attachment 5; rationales and calculations are
presented in Attachment 6.

Adding a new internal outfall 202 to address the discharge of
wastewater holding lagoon and sludge pit dewatering under an EPA-
lead RCRA corrective action. Limits are presented in Attachment

‘5; ratiocnales and calculations are presented in Attachment 6.

Adding three new storm water outfalls and associated monitoring
based on inspections at the facility identifying the storm water
digcharges. ‘

Adding and revising Part I.D. storm water conditions to address
the new storm water outfalls.

Adding and revising language in the WET limit section to address
the effect of biological pathogens on the test organisms.

Adding wording to the O&M Manual Special Condition to require
the Manual to address proper procedures for solvent handling and
storage, per a request from EPA. Adding wording to the 0&M Manual
Special Condition to address the new reverse osmosis system at
the facility.

Adding the discharge of reject water and occasional backwash
water from a reverse csmosis unit to the sources contributing to
outfall 002. This discharge will enter the discharge ditch prior
Lo the sampling point for outfall 002 at a rate of approximately
65,000 gallons per day. Additional limitations for dissgolved
oxygen at outfall 002 are included in the permit in accordance
with Agency guidance and water quality standards.
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9. Adding a special condition to address any chemicals that may be
used :
in the reverse osmosis system.

There are no changes to effluent limitations or monitoring conditions for
cutfalls 202 and 003 with this modification. There are no changes to Part
C, Other S8pecial Conditicns, with this modification.

‘Based on the General Permit Regulation for Storm Water Associated with
Industrial Activity, specifically Sector €, Chemical and Allied Products
Manufacturing, 9 VAC 25-151-110, there are no effluent limitations or
 benchmark monitoring reguirements for storm water at facilities in the
SIC codes 2861-2869 or 28B93. There are specific special conditions
agsoclated with this Sector category, which will be addressed under the
Special Conditions section in the permit and fact sheet.

Mark Sauer )

DEQ-TRO Water Permits Section
757-518-2105
mark.sauer@deq.virginia.gov

10/26/2009
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Sauer,Mark

From: - Sean M Maconaghy [smmaconaghy@ashland.com]
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2009 5:01 PM

To: Sauer,Mark

Ce: cwérner@oneenv.com

Subject: Fw: Updated Form 2C

Attachments: 09262009 Updated Form 2C.xls; 09262009 RO Unit Map.pdf

Mark,

Resending. Please see below.
Take Two, Take Care and Be Safe,

Sean M. Maconaghy -
EHS Manager
Ashland Hercules Water Technologies - Franklin, VA

Phone: 757-562-3121 ext. 176
e-Mail: smmaconaghy@ashland.com

——- Forwarded by Sean M Maconaghy/Franklin®NA/Herc on 10/26/2009 05:00 PM ---—-

Sean M Maconaghy/FrankliniNA/Herc To Mark Sauver

CcC
10/26/2009 04:54 PM cwarngr@oneeny.com

Subject Updated Form 2C

Mark,

Attached please find the updated Form 2C which includes the water flows for the RO Unit per our discussion last
week. | am also including a Map of the RO Unit loacation and tie-in to the outfall. | am still waiting for Seimans to
get back to me regarding the frequency and volume of water from backwashing oprations therefore | don't have

the cover letter ready as of yet. | will send the cover letter as soon as | hear from Seimans.

Please let me know if you need anything else.

Take Two, Take Care and Be Safe,

Sean M. Maconaghy

10/27/2009
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EPA ID NUMBER
VADO0003122165

Fonn
- 2C
NPDES

* U.S."Environmental Protection Agency’”
Apphcatu:n for Pérmit to’ Dlscharge Wastewater -

Il. Flows, Sources of PO”UtIOﬂ and Treatment’ Technologles '

Enstlng 'anufactunng, Commermal Nllnmg and Sllwcultural Operatlons o

Outfallmg L  Operation(s) Contnbutlng Flow .. ... > ;.Treatment_ '
. (‘|IS‘t)_, Lt g Operatton i ‘ | Average Flow S Codes fmm'.
e S Table2C-1.-
2K
Wastewater is partially neutralized in a 4A
7.400 gallon basin (retention time 0.9 hr})
. and pumped to a neutralization system
201/002 |Rauapel Process 135,000 gpd  |consisting of a 20.000 gal tank for HC!
SIC Code 2899 storage and/or pretreatment and a 750
gallon tank & a 3,000 gal tank in series to
Qutfall 201.
Pamolyn Process 8,800 gpd 1H
SIC Code 2861 Light oil is skimmed from wastewater in a 2K
60 Mgal basin (r.t. = B days), pumped to 3A
an oil/water separator where additional oil 1U
is removed before flowing to a 624,000 4A
gal Stermwater tank and/or a 250,000
gallon equalization tank. It is neutralized 5C
in-line using soda ash, pumped to a 5Q
201/002 225,000 gal Aeration Tank with integral
Tank Car Unloading Area clarifier (r.t. 5 days}, then to a 20,000 gal
SIC Code 2861 1,400 gpd polishing clarifier and discharged to
‘ Outfall 201. Waste sludge is de-watered
on a belt filter press for disposal ata
landfill. Purge water from groundwater
sampling activities. Groundwater from
dewatering activities.
Power Area : Non-Contact Cooling Water;  not
201002 |5~ oo de 2861 116.0009Pd - |ireated. Discharged to 201 then 002. 4A
Power Area Reverse Osmosis unit reject water
002 SIC Code 2861 90,000 gpd discharge. 4A
| Flow as necessary to
dewater the
201/002 . .
or Wastewater Holding Lagoon,. wastewater holding |Treatment as necessary to meet 4A
002 Sludge Pit Remediation Water lagoon and sludge [discharge limits
pits during
remediation.

Attachment 3510-2C-1
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Sauer,Mark

From; Silvia,Lisa

Sent: ' Thursday, October 29, 2009 8:38 AM

To: . Sauer,Mark

Cc: McConathy,James

Subject: FW: FW: VA0003433 Hercules Franklin for review

I forwarded John Brandt's email of yesterday to Barbara Smith for her info under
corrective action concerns. Here's her cudos back to you........

Thanks much!!

Lisa 8ilvia

VDEQ-TRO

(757) 518-2175

Lisa.S8ilvia@deq.virginia.gov

————— Original Message-----

From: Smith.Barbara@epamail.epa.gov [mailteo:Smith.Barbara®@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2009 5:27 PM

To: Silvia,Lisa

Subject: Re: FW: VA0003433 Hercules Franklin for review

Lisa --- thanks for forwarding the draft permit. It's good news. Once it's final,
Ashland-Hercules can proceed with their water and sludge

removal at the lagoon. Tell Mark Sauer that I appreciate his good

work. Hercules and I were pressing on him to get the permit done.

Locks good.

Barbara Smith

US EPA - Region 3

1650 Arch Street (3LC20)
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029
Ph. (215} 814-5786


mailto:Smith.Barbara@epamail.epa.gov
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Sauer,Mark

From: Sauer,Mark

Sent: " Thursday, October 2‘9, 2009 9:29 AM
To: ~ 'Sean M Maconaghy'

Subject: VPDES draft permit for review

Attachments: MHS-Hercules mod permit 2009.doc

Sean -

| will be sending oit the official copy of the draft VPDES permit modification for your review by mail tomorrow. It
will be addressed to Mr. Chapman. Attached is the final draft copy of the permit. [t is pretty much the same as
the copy | sent you the other day. Along with the draft permit, I'll send the entire fact sheet in the mail showing all

the rationales for every change we made in the permit, and even the changes we didn't make such as the
hardness adjustment,

The draft permit is at EPA now for their review. Once | receive their comments and Ashland/Hercules comments
and authorization to go to public notice, the next step will be to send the permit to the newspaper te public notice

it for 30 days for public comments. Once that step is complete and all comments are resolved, we can issue the
modified permit. Thanks.

Mark Sauer
DEQ-TRO Water Permits Section
757-518-2105
mark.sauer@deq.virginia.gov

10/29/2009
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Ashland Hercules Water Technologies

27123 Shady Brook Trail

Contiand, VA 23837
Tel: 757-562-312t

Faxx T57-582.5660

November 20, 2009

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECIEPT REQUES‘TED
(7008 3230 0OU2 9759 7666)

Mr. Mark H. Sauer

Water Permits Engineer — Technical Coordinator
Virginia DEQ — Tidewater Regional Office

5636 Southern Boulevard )

Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462

Re:  Permit No. VA0003433
Draft Permit Comsnents

Dear Mr. Sauer;

The Ashland Hercules Water Technologies (AHWT) Franklin received a copy of the Draft

- VPDES Permit No. VA0003433 modification on Monday, November 2, 2009, and has conducted a
review of the documents provided. Based on our review of the draft permit momﬁcanon the following
cominents are respectively submitted for consideration by the agency;

1. Page 1 of 35 includes a limitation and monitoring requirement for dissolved axygen (DO)
of 4 mg/l at the 002 Outfall. AHWT understands the need for this requirement with the
addition of the reverse osmosis system discharge however; it was unclear how the agency
arrived at the proposed limit. AHWT would like to request a limit of 2 mg/1 if there is
flexibility to establish a lower limit since this will be a new parameter that has never been
included in our limitations and monitoring.

ot

Page 3 of 35 includes the limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 202 which
is to be located at the discharge of the dewatering system for the wastewater lagoon and
studge pit. AHWT would like the agency to include langnage stating sampling is only
required during periods when dewatering activities are occurring and discharge is present.

i EHERCULES




AHWT understands that we would still be ob]igaied to submit DMRs under “no
discharge™ as noted in the draft language.

AHWT would also like to requests language be incorporated to allow, the water from the
lagoon and studge pit dewatering to be discharged to the existing site wastewater
treatment plant if necessary for treatment in lieu of a skid mounted unit if necessary or in
comjunction with the skid mounted unit to be used for dewatering. Ashland would then
request that if this was initiated that the parameters requiring monitoring at outfall 202
would be monitored at the wastewater treatment plant out&ll .

3. Page 9 of 35 — Includes a requirement to submit a revised O&M Manual to the VADEQ
“No later than May 15, 2010 AHWT would like to request that the due date for the
revised O&M Manual read as “No later than 6-months after issuance of the revised

permit”.

4. Page 20 of 35 — Includes a requirement to update the SWPPP to incorporate Best
Management Practices in Part 1.C.13 by March 1, 2008. AHWT believes that the agency
intended to have this read March 1, 2010, but would like to request that the language read
as “No later than 6-months afier issuance of the revised permit”.

AHWT would like to thank the agency for the opportunity to review the draft permit and submit
comments prior to the public commest period. If you should have any questions pertaining to this issue
or require additional iaformation please feel free to contact me via telephone at 757-562-3121 ext. 176

or via e-Mail at smmaconaghy@ashland.com.

Smoerely,

o f S

'Sean M. Maconaghy
EHS Manager
AHWT - Franklin
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Sauer,Mark

From: . Sauer,Mark

Sent:  Monday, November 23, 2009 8:39 AM
To: ‘Sean M Maconaghy'

Subject: RE: Comments on Draft VPDES Permit

Sean —

| received you comments, and will be working on them this week. I'll be sending a response by letter this week or
early next week. | think we can work with AHWT on all the requests except the D.O. limit at 002. That must
remain at a minimum of 4.0 mg/l. |thought we explained it in the fact sheet, but it might not have been clear
enough. The Water Quality Standards for the Chowan River Basin require a minimum D.O. of 4.0 mg/. The
regutation for discharges from potable water RO units require a minimum of 4.0 mg/l, so we are bound to that limit
- 1o meet the requirements.

The dates for the O&M Manual and the SWPPP have to be fixed dates, but we can set the date at a date six
months after we expect the permit to be issued.

The outfall 202/201 treatment scenario is a little tricky to include the proper werding in the permit, but we can work
something out.

Thank you.

From: Sean M Maconaghy [mailto:smmaconaghy@ashland.com]
Sent: Friday, November 20, 2009 3:34 PM

To: Sauer,Mark :

Subject: Comments on Draft VPDES Permit

Mark,

Attached please find a pdf copy of the comments on the Draft VPDES Permit for the Ashtand Hercules
Water Technalogies (AHWT) - Franklin Site. | am having the signed original sent to your attention via
Certified Mail. | will be out of the office all next week and will respond o any questions or comments

upon my return November 30th if you have any. Have a great Thanksgiving !

Take Two, Take Care and Be Safe,

Sean M. Maconaghy
EHS Manager
Ashland Hercules Water Technologies - Franklin, VA

Phone: 757-562-3121 ext. 176
e-Mail: smmaconaghy@ashland.com

This e-mail contains information which may be privileged, confidential, proprietary, trade secrel and/or otherwise legally prolected. 1f you are not the
intended recipient, please do not distribute this e-mail. Instead, please delete this e-mail from your system, and notify us that you received it in error, No

11/23/2009
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
TIDEWATER REGIONAL OFFICE

L.. Preston Bryant, JIr 5636 Southern Boulevard, Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462 David K. Paylor
Secretary of Natural Resources (757) 518-2000 Fax (757) 518-2103 Director

www.deq.virginia.gov
Francis L. Danel
Regional Director

November 25, 2009

"Mr. Sean M. Maconaghy
EHS Manager

AHWT - Franklin

27123 Shady Brook Trail
Courtland, VA 23837

Re: VPDES Permit VA0003433
Draft Permit Comments

Dear Mr. Maconaghy;

I have reviewed your letter of November 20, 2009 providing comments on the referenced draft
permit. I would like to address your comments in the order in which you presented them in your
letter. .

1. The dissolved oxygen limitation of 4.0 mg/l minimum is required by the Water .
Quality Standards for the Chowan River Basin and by the regulations for discharges
from reverse osmosis treatment units, Here is an excerpt from the fact sheet that
should have explained the rationale for this limit.

Based on water gquality standards at 9 VAC 25-260-50,
numerical criteria for dissclved oxygen et al, dissolved
oxygen in the Chowan Basin must be maintained at a minimum
of 4.0 mg/l. Based on regulation 2 VAC 25-860-10 =t seq,
the regulation for potable water treatment plants, RO
systems have the potential to affect dissolved oxygen. The
regqulation regquires a minimum disseolved oxygen limitation
of 4.0 mg/l for discharges from RO units.

Based on these regulations, we cannot include a limit in 2 VPDES permit with a
discharge to the Nottoway River of anything less stringent than 4.0 mg/l. We are bound
to that limit for the discharge of the R.O. unit. The only option we have is to apply that
limit to the discharge from the R.O. unit itself as an internal cutfall. However, if we do
that, we also have to apply all other limits from 9 VAC 25-860-10 et seq to that internal
discharge, which would include mecting pH limits and toxics monitoring on that cutfall.
I believe including a dissolved oxygen limit on the external outfall 002 is the best option
for Hercules to meet required permit effluent limitations and be within the applicable
regulations.
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Mr. Sean Maconaghy
November 25, 2009

Page Two

o

3 and 4.

The permit can be worded so that outfall 202 is listed as the discharge from the
dewatering system for the wastewater lagoon and the sludge pit and sampling is
required only when there is a discharge from the dewatering system. This wording
will be added to the Page 3 of 35, just before the language “Upon issuance of the
permit....”

Since outfall 202 is listed as the dewatering from the wastewater lagoon and the
sludge pit, it is not specific to separate, portable treatment. You may use the
facility’s treatment system for treating the wastewater. If the existing system is used,
we will'still utilize two separate outfall numbers and two separate DMR’s for outfalls
201 and 202. When the existing system is used for treatment, two separate sets of
samples must be collected and analyzed for the parameters listed under outfail 201
and under 202, and reported on the respective DMR’s. | will include language in the
fact sheet stating this requirement.

Revised permit pages and fact sheet pages addressing these discharges are included
as attachments to this letter. '

-Due dates in VPDES permits are required to be fixed dates to ensure proper
compliance tracking. Iwill adjust the due dates in the permit for the revised
Q&M Manual and the revised SWPPP to be August 15, 2010. This should be at
least six months after we anticipate the modified permit being issued. If
circumstances delay the permit processing any significant amount of time, I will
adjust the dates to be six months after the modified permit is issued. Revised
permit pages are included as attachments to this letter.

Thank you for your review and comments. At this time, I believe we have addressed your
comments and concerns as best as possible, and would like to proceed to publishing the public
notice in the local newspaper. Please inform me by email or letter if this is acceptable to AHWT.
If you have any questions, or need additional information, please contact me at the above address,

or by telephone at (757) 518-2105.

Mark H. Sauer
Permit Engineer

Cc: TRO file



Permit No. VA0003433
Page 3 of 35
"BART I

A. LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS

1. During the period begiﬁning with the permit's modification date and lasting until the permit's expiration
date, the permittee is authorized to discharge from cutfall{s): 202 (wastewater lagoon and sludge pit
dewatering) .

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below:

EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS ’ DISCHARGF, LIMITATIONS ’ MONITORING REQUIREMENTS [a]
Monthly Average Weekly Average Minimum Maximum Freguency Sample Type

Flow {MGD) NL NA NA NL 1/Week Measured

pH (8.U.) ) NA NA 6.0 9.0 1/wWeek Grab

BOD; (mg/1) 157 NA NA . 296 : 1/Week . Grab

Total Suspended :

Solide (mg/l) . 69 NA NA 201 1/Week Grab

Total Petroleum : ) '

Hydrocarbeons (mg/1) 30 . NA NA 30 1/Week Grab

Total Nitrogen (mg/l) NA NA NA NL 1/Month Grab

Total Phosphorus (mg/l) NA NA NA NL, 1/Month Grab

Benzene {(ug/l) NA NA NA 50 1/Month Grab

Toluene (ug/l) NA NA NA 175 . 1/Month Grab

P Cresgol {ug/1) NA NA NA 14 1/Month Grab

Phenol {ug/1l) NA NA NA 15 1/Month - Grab

Total Recoverable .

Cadmium {ug/1) NA NA NA 3.9 1/Month Grab

NA Not Applicable.

NL No limitation, however, reporting is required.

The above monitoring reguirements are effective at times when discharges from wastewater lagoon or sludge pit
dewatering occur. Effective with the modification date of the permit, Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs} shall be
submitted to the regional office at the frequency required by the permit regardless of whether an actual discharge

occurs. 1In the event that there is no discharge for the monitoring period, then “no discharge” shall be reported on
the DMR. ' '

fa] Outfall 202 ghall be sampled from the dewaterlng treatment system or from the plant combined wastewater treatment
system prior to mixing with other non-process flow.

2. There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts.



Permit No. VA0003433
Part T
. Page 9 of 35
contacts; procedures for reporting and responding to any
spills/overflows/ treatment works upsets; a copy of the
VPDES/VPA permit; and copies of all reperting forms. If the
O&M Manual is no longer current, a revised 0&M Manual shall be
submitted for approval. Once approved, this revised manual
shall become an enforceable conditicn of this permit. Future
changes te the facility must be addressed by the submittal of
a revised O & M Manual.

Revised Manual Due: No later EEgn August 15, 2010

Notification Levels

The permittee shall notify the Department as soon as they know
or have reason to believe:

a. That any activity has occurred or will occur which would
result in the discharge, on a routine or freguent basis,
of any toxic pollutant which is not limited in this
permit, if that discharge will exceed the highest of the
following notification levels:

(1) One hundred micrograms per liter (100 ug/l);

(2) Two hundred micrograms per liter (200 ug/l) for
acrolein and acrylonitrile; five hundred wmicrograms
per liter (500 ug/l) for 2,4-dinitrophenol and for
2-methyl-4,6-dinitrophenol; and one milligram per
liter (1 mg/l) for antimony; d

(3} Five (5) times the maximum concentration value
reported .for that pollutant in the permit
application; or

{4} The level established by the State Water Control
Board.

b. That any activity hag occurred or will occur which would
result in any discharge, on a non-routine or infrequent
basis, of a toxic pollutant which is not limited in this
permit, if that discharge will exceed the highest of the
following notification levels:

(1) Five hundred micrograms per liter (500 ug/l);

(2) One milligram per liter (1 mg/l) for antimony;

{3) Ten (10} times the maximum concentratiocn value
reported for that pollutant in the permit
application.

{4) The level established by the. State Water Control
" Board.



Permit No. VA0003433
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under Section 311 of the Clean Water Act or best management
practices (BMP) programs otherwise required for the facility
provided that the incorporated plan meets or exceeds the SWP3
requirements of this section. If an erosion and sediment
controliplan is being incorporated by reference, it shall have
‘been approved by the locality in which the activity is to
occur or by another appropriate plan approving authority
authorized under the Virginia Ercsion and Sediment Control
Regulation 4 VAC 50-30-10 et seq. All plans incorporated by
reference into the SWP3 become enforceable under this permit.:

a. Deadlines for SWP3 Preparation and Compliance
Existing Facilities

The SWP3 which was previously prepared and implemented
shall be complied with, and continually updated as
needed in accordance with secticons b., ¢., d. and e.
below.

The permittee shall update the SWPPP to incorporate Best
Management Practices in Part I.C.13. above by March 1,

—> 2008; and to incorporate changes addressed by the permit
modification by August 15, 2010.

(1) Measures That Require Construction

In cases where construction is necessary to
implement measures reguired by the SWP3, the SWP3
shall contain a schedule that provides compliance
with the plan as expeditiocusly as practicable, but
no later than 3 years after the effective date of
the permit. Where a construction compliance
gchedule is included in the SWP3, the schedule
shall include appropriate nonstructural and/or
temporary controls to be implemented in the
affected portion{s) of the facility prior to
completion of the permanent control measure.

b. Signature and SWP3 Review
(1) Signature/Location

The SWP3 shall be signed in accordance with Part
IT. K. of this permit and be retained onsite at the
facility which generates the storm water discharge
in accordance with Part II.B. of this permit. For
inactive facilities, the SWP3 may be kept at the
nearest office of the permittee.

(2) Availability-



Outfall 202

This new internal outfall will receive discharge from the treatment of wastewater
holding lagoon and sludge pit dewatering in conjunction with an EPA-lead RCRA
facility corrective action plan (CAP). Part of the CAP involves dewatering the
existing wastewater lagoon and sludge pit. The wastewater from these structures
will be treated either by portable treatment and discharged to the discharge
ditch leading to outfall 002 or at the existing plant combined wastewater
treatment system and discharged to the outfall 201 location.

The decision was made based on discussions with EPA Permitting and RCRA staff to
require treatment and to require the discharge from this cperation to meet
effluent limitations prior to entering the ditch rather than applying the
limitations to outfall 002 to ensure proper treatment and minimize the effect of
A;ﬂdilution on the discharge from these CAP activities.

Iz

T

The permittee may elect to treat the wastewater lagocon and sludge pit dewatering
through the existing facility treatment system rather than through a separate
pertable system. Should the permittee elect to treat the dewatering discharges
in this manner, separate samples will be collected for outfall 201 and outfall
202 and the samples must be analyzed separately and reported separately on the .
respective outfall 201 and outfall 202 DMR' s. Sampling for outfall 202 will only
be required at times when dewatering discharges are occurring.

Effluent limitetions are based on review of data supplied by the permittee during
the RCRA CAP process, water quality standards, effluent guidelines for the
industry and best professional judgment (BPJ)to protect water quality. See
Attachment 14 for additional correspondence regarding this discharge. Specific
limitations, monitoring requirements and rationales follow.

Flow: No limit, monthly average and daily max, measured at 1/week frequency
based on BPJ. This is a standard requirement for industrial permits

based on the VPDES permit manual.

pH:. Minimum of 6.0 S.U. and maximum of 9.0 S5.U. monitored 1/week by grab
sample. This is based on BPJ to protect water gquality and is typical
for VPDES permits for industrial facilities.

BOD: Monthiy Average concentration of 157 mg/l and daily max concentration
of 296 mg/l monitored 1/week by grab sample. This is based on the
federal effluent guidelines 40 CFR 454 subparts D and C and is
identical to the concentraticn limits at the process water internal
outfall. This effluent consists of gtored process wastewater and
process sludge pit dewatering, and applying the guideline limitations
for concentration is appropriate. Since the discharges at this
internal outfall is based on treatment of stored wastewater and not
based on production, applying mass limitatioms to ‘this discharge is
not appropriate. :

TSS Monthly Average concentration of 69 mg/l and daily max concentration
cf 201 mg/l monitored 1/week by grab sample. This is based on the
federal effluent guidelines 40 CFR 454 subparts D and C and is
identical te the concentration limits at the process water internal
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Sauer,Mark

From: Sauer,Mark

Sent:  Monday, November 30, 2009 10:03 AM
To: '‘Sean M Maconaghy'

Subject: RE: response to comments

Thanks Sean. | will send the public notice to the newspaper this week.

From: Sean M Maconaghy [mailto:smmaconaghy@ashland.com]
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2009 9:59 AM

To: Sauer,Mark

Subject: Re: response to comments

Mark,

Hope you had a good Thanksgiving weekend. Thank you for your response to our comments. | am fine
with what you have proposed and o.k. with the DO limit (had to ask for legal department's sake).

Take Two, Take Care and Be Safe,

Sean M. Maconaghy
EHS Manager
Ashland Hercules Water Technologies - Franklin, VA

Phone: 757-562-3121 ext. 176
e-Mail: smmaconaghy@ashland.com

"Sauer,Mark” <Mark.S deq.virginia.gov> :
" ar ark.Sauer@deq.virginia.go 0 gean M Maconaghy/Franklin/NA/Herc@Ashland

cC
11/25/2009 08:59 AM
Subject respense to comments

Sean —

Attached is our response to your comments on the draft VPDES permit. A hard copy is also in the mail. |
believe we have addressed all your concerns to the best that we can. Please contact me once you
review the response so that we can discuss them.

12/17/2009


mailto:smmaconaghy@ashland.com
mailto:smmaconaghy@ashland.com
mailto:Mark.Sauer@deq.virginia.gov

ATTACHMENT 15

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION



RIVE%EEPER@
Blackwater/Nottoway RIVERKEEPER® Program
P.O. Box 44 Sedley, Va. 23878-2513
E-mail: blknotkpr@earthlink.net
www .blackwaternottoway.com

757-562-5173

135 Members Strong

December 4, 2009

Dear DEQ Tidewater Office,

I am writing you to applaud the recent change in the Hercules VPDES permit # VA0003433 for the
Hercules Chemical plant on The Nottoway River in Southampton County. As Riverkeeper for that waterbody |
. have noticed over the years the negative affects the high BOD effluent from the plant has had on the fish in that
mixing zone. This 1s especially true in summer low flow situations. The new minimum D.O. limits on the
facility along with tighter TSS and DOD limits will no doubt improve aquatic life and the overall health of this
river. This river is very important to me, as [ have practically lived on it all my life. It is good to see something
positive being done for the river and I pray that DEQ will continue to mandate reasonable tighter controls in the
future work with me to improve the water quality of my two rivers we call the Nottoway and Blackwater

Thank you,

Jeff Tumer
BNRP Riverkeeper

KEEPERALLANCE
~ o MENMBE .

Waterkeeper® is a registerad trademark of Walcrk-eeper Alliance, Ing, Riverkeeper@ is a registered trademark of Riverkeeper, Inc
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